The Rise of Ecofascism: Climate Change 
and the Far Right 


Sam Moore & Alex Roberts 


2022 


Contents 


Acknowledgements 
Introduction 
On ‘ecofascism’ 


1. A history of far-right ecologism 
Humans and environmental change .......... ee 
Colonial nature-management . 2... 2. 
Towards:.Madison: Grant) i... 4.205 A E he BES) Oh tty a la S 
Fascisti soa atA ote a hile has Ak ees Boa se bb eee Gata a da GS 
‘Postwar:movements = 402 5240) de do tae oo Re EOE de a eek OS, Se aS as 
Farsright:ecológism in the US... 05.4.4 4b a eee a a 
Far-right ecologism: towards the present ............ e... 


2. The far right and nature now 
Deniahistie< shat sets AF A A Re Bae Nees de RR AE EE ok Oh coe Ae 
Non-dénialsdenialisims ais 4 he Bo AE i ee Rs 
Environmental authoritarianism... 2... a a 


3. Online far-right ecologism and far-right movements 


4. Deadly ecofascist violence 
The Bases ue parce ach hots nae o E, £ A it Dt Cay Sasa Ds a oe 


5. Towards ecofascism proper? 
Three: fütüres apc o aia dee Se a eee eS Oo A SE eee eee 
The nativist movement 
Grises Of governance: dia ara lo te A E A Ee a AA ee AA AAA AA 
Far-right ecologism and its future... . ee 
Fascism again? st a a RS De EG ee ee eS 


Conclusion 


Notes 
Tntroduction areis AR BEE ERS A ad oh oO oe SG hs go a a ae ee A A 
Chapter 1: A history of far-right ecologism. ......... o... ee 
Chapter 2: The far right and nature now... 
Chapter 3: Online far-right ecologism and far-right movements ................. 
Chapter 4: Deadly ecofascist violence . .........o o... o... 
Chapter 5: Towards ecofascism proper? . 2... 0... ee 
Conclusión: 3.042. 64 awe A a Poe bea e Pee boas VARS ed 


The Rise of Ecofascism 
Climate Change and the Far Right 
Sam Moore Alex Roberts 


First published in 2022 by Polity Press Polity Press 
65 Bridge Street 

Cambridge CB2 1UR, UK 

Polity Press 

101 Station Landing 

Suite 300 

Medford, MA 02155, USA 


ISBN-13: 978-1-5095-4537-7 
ISBN-13: 978-1-5095-4538-4 (pb) 


A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library. Library of Congress Control 
Number: 2021941110 

Typeset in 11 on 13pt Sabon 

by Cheshire Typesetting Ltd, Cuddington, Cheshire 

Printed and bound in Great Britain by CPI Group (UK) Ltd, Croydon 

For further information on Polity, visit our website: politybooks.com 


Acknowledgements 


Happy acknowledgements pages are all alike; every unhappy acknowledgements page is unhappy in 
its own way. It is therefore a pleasure to report the perfect bland-ness of what follows. 

We would like to thank our editor Dr George Owers and our three anonymous reviewers for their 
extremely helpful and generous feedback on the first draft of this book. We are indebted to lan Tuttle for 
his speedy and exacting copy-editing, as we are to Julia Davies at Polity for her assistance throughout 
the process. We would also like to thank the rest of the team at Polity for putting together this book. 

We would like to thank the guests who appeared on our podcast, 12 Rules for WHAT, during 
the writing of this book. Particular thanks, for their insights into the topics discussed here, are due 
to Andreas Malm, Lise Benoist, Samir Gandesha, Annie Kelly, Peter Staudenmaier, Joshua Citarella, 
Matthew Remski, David Renton, Mark Bray, Shane Burley, Blair Taylor, Jessica Thorne, Channel Res- 
cue, James Poulter, Emerican Johnson, Spencer Sunshine, Alexandra Stern, Elif Sarican, Nik Matheou, 
Daniel Sonabend, as well as those many comrades who have elected to remain anonymous. We would 
also like to thank Adrienne Buller for her feedback on our conclusion. 

I (Alex) would like to thank my family and Sam for his infinite patience in writing this book with 
me. 

I (Sam) would like to thank Alex, Andrew and Cameron, my sharpest interlocutors. I would also like 
to thank my family for their emotional support during the writing of this book, their feedback on the 
manuscript, and for making me who I am in the first place, although I’m not sure anyone else thinks 
that was such a good idea. And to Amelia, thank you for everything. 


Introduction 


On 13 January 2020, we first put pen to paper for this book. Our argument felt clear and horrifying: 
as climate systems broke down, the centre of political normalcy would collapse, and people would find 
themselves looking for more drastic solutions. The escalating climate crisis would provide opportunities 
to all parts of the far right. Seductive neo-Malthusian arguments about overpopulation would bolster 
hardline security policies and borders, and give seemingly compelling justification for the radical deepen- 
ing of racist politics in the Global North. The cultural tropes of uncleanliness, pollution and pestilence, 
which for centuries dictated the hierarchy of different people's places within, and access to, nature, 
would become more potent as people once again encountered the natural world as their antagonist. The 
interests of capital would swing behind authoritarian governments as a means to protect profits and 
growth. While we disagreed with some who had said that ‘ecofascism’ would be a direct and unavoidable 
con-sequence of climate breakdown, we thought such a project couldn't entirely be ruled out. 

On the day we began to write, 41 people were in a seri-ous condition in a hospital in Wuhan, China, 
their lungs filled with a strange form of pneumonia, caused by a virus which did not yet have a name. 
In a matter of months, what came to be known as COVID-19 spread across the world, and some of the 
social stressors we had envisaged occurring with the onset of serious catastrophic climate breakdown 
arrived a decade or three early. 

Much of the response to the pandemic avoided talk of the climate crisis directly. This is perhaps 
because the diverse ecological problems facing us have sometimes been simplified into the correlation 
of two measures: the parts per million of atmospheric carbon dioxide and the rise in global average 
temperatures. Such a simplification cannot account for the increasing risk of pandemics, among a host 
of other events. COVID-19 wasn’t caused by a rise in CO2 levels, but it was arguably a product of the 
trans-formative effects modern capitalist societies have had on the environment.1 It was perhaps the 
moment at which we should have collectively and decisively moved in our understanding — and not just 
in our terminology — from ‘global warming’ to ‘climate systems breakdown’. 

The pandemic provided a glimpse into possible political responses to future climate breakdown. Past 
responses to climate crises such as extreme weather events had been shot through with environmental 
racism and state vio-lence, but the scale of total social transformation implied by the word ‘fascism’ 
would have been hyperbole. Long imagined in disaster-movie style as a series of blazing hot summers 
and polar bears adrift, all punctuated by the occasional cataclysmic wave, it suddenly seemed to us 
that climate systems breakdown might actually look much more like the pandemic did: mass death 
events, sudden stresses on global supply chains, abrupt and previously unthinkable changes to everyday 
life, massive discrepancies in vulnerability across class and racial groups, a generally increased anxiety, 
racially displaced blame, the tightening of surveillance regimes, a sudden return to governments acting 
exclusively and aggressively in their national and class interest, the mainstreaming of conspiracy culture, 
talk of the end of globalization, a retreat to protectionism, unprecedented measures that suddenly seem 
entirely nec-essary, the sudden collapse of livelihoods for billions of the world’s poor, and a deep economic 
shock worldwide. 

This book is not about the coronavirus pandemic, and we should not expect the politics that emerges 
in response to major climate events in the future to resemble it exactly. Climate change contains other 
kinds of crises: extreme weather events, migration crises, chronic and acute food and water shortages, 
climate-related conflicts and the like. Each crisis will be encountered differently, each response will be, 
as the governance of crisis always is, complex and multifaceted, and often suddenly amplificatory of 


dormant social forms. It is in these unpredictable consequences of complex crises that the threat of the 
far right lies. 

Mass far-right environmentalism will not be born from a vacuum. It would draw on the history of 
reactionary nature politics, which we call ‘far-right ecologism’. In the first part of this book, we trace the 
history of these ideas and practices, from colonial nature management to the rise of scientific racism and 
eugenics to the ‘green’ aspects of Fascist Italy and Nazi Germany through to the postwar overpopulation 
discourse, currents of environ-mentalist misanthropy, and lastly the securitization of the environment 
itself. It is tempting to lump all historical manifestations of far-right environmentalism together. But 
this would be wrong. Although Umberto Eco noted that fascists are prone to understanding their own 
politics as a ‘singular truth, endlessly reinterpreted’,2 we should resist this tendency. The history we 
cover is episodic and dis-parate, although consistent patterns do emerge. Time and again we see ‘far-right 
ecologism’ as animated by the pro-found tension between capitalism’s expansionist dynamic, which often 
entails the destruction of parts of nature, and its continual production of social transformation. It is a 
history, therefore, not just of far-right ecologism’s ideas but also of capitalism’s nature-culture interface 
and its attendant crises. And what this history shows is that far-right ecologism has been, by and large, 
intellectually parochial, concerned with nature in a curtailed and limited form. Its sense of nature has 
been flattened by fixation on particular species or a single place. If they have, like the environmental-ist 
maxim, often ‘acted local’, they have rarely ‘thought global’. Nevertheless, such intellectual parochialism 
should not be underestimated: it has been capable, at times, of genocide. 

Now, the overarching form of environmental crisis is anthropogenic climate systems breakdown. 
Chapters 2—4 turn to the various far-right responses to this crisis. Climate systems breakdown is no 
local problem, nor can it be resolved by force. The consequences of failure cannot easily be made to affect 
a particular othered group. It will not be solved by anything the far right has historically pro-posed. 
But nor is it irrelevant to far-right politics. Far-right politics has, since its inception, been intimately 
involved in the defence of capitalism, and the most important cause of climate systems breakdown — 
the continued extraction and use of fossil fuels — is, in the words of Andreas Malm, ‘not a sideshow 
to bourgeois democracy . . . it is the mate-rial form of contemporary capitalism’.3 Climate systems 
breakdown puts the structure of capitalism at risk and thus also the social order that the far right is 
committed to defend. 

Faced with a crisis of such magnitude, the far right has diversified its nature politics once again, 
splintering into parts more or less accepting of the problem, more or less mystified, more or less am- 
bivalent about the possible end of industrial modernity. There is no single far-right nature politics at 
the moment. Just as they have been throughout history, different actors are divided up by different 
ways of looking at the problem, various conceptions of what is and is not included in ‘nature’, pro- 
found disagreements about what the problem actually is, massive discrepancies in tactics, and conflict 
about long-term solutions to climate breakdown. We have grouped them here according to their present 
political form: first, far-right parties and other parts of an emerging ‘environmental authoritarianism’; 
secondly, the younger far-right and fascist movements whose compara-tive agility, lack of interest in 
immediate electoral success and lack of connections to institutional power make them arguably more 
dangerous in the long term than the current electoral far right; and thirdly, the ‘ecofascist’ terrorists, 
the best known of whom carried out the Christchurch mosque attack, killing 51 Muslims. Each of these 
group-ings has distinct aims, distinct political methods, their own internal tensions and, often, pro- 
nounced antagonisms with other parts of the far right. Just as in our previous book, Post-Internet Far 
Right, the far right is treated not as an aberrant force external to and preying on wider society, but as 
the most extreme part of a distribution, involved in a complicated dance with the rest of society.4 

The effects of climate systems breakdown are already widespread. But like any exponential process 
without end, it is almost all in the future. It is to this future that the final chapter of the book turns. 
Here, we address what we call the ‘ecofascist hypothesis’: the widespread anxiety that our political 
future might be ‘ecofascism’. How are we to make sense of such a prediction? 


We start with the future emergence of reactionary move-ments. In particular, we argue, the long 
history of climate change denialism on the right is likely to have unexpected, complicated effects on 
their future nature politics. Large numbers of people committed to mainstream right politics, most 
substantially in the US, have been lied to by those who denied climate change. When they confront 
this — and perhaps more importantly discover that in many cases this suppression of the truth imperils 
everything that their pol-itics works to hold together — they are likely to radicalize, although, like all 
radicalization, it will be unpredictable. It is unlikely, we think, to generate a flood of new converts to 
the left. Two reactions here combine to make a particu-larly potent mix: a revolt against those who 
have got us into this mess and simultaneously an attempt to hold on to what some people already have, 
either as individuals or, more worryingly, as racial groups. 

If it scales up beyond this movement stage to become a form of government, this future ‘ecofascism’ 
will have to address the more pronounced tension that has animated all forms of far-right ecologism to 
date: the tension between capitalism's endless economic expansion and the affir-mation and protection 
of the ‘natural order’. We outline two possible futures. In each, the far right serves as the (perhaps 
unruly) tool of a large fraction of capital. First, fossil capital, which allows the far right to continue 
its current broad commitments to climate change denial (we call it “Fossilized Reaction’). Secondly, it 
adheres to the interests of the security state and authoritarian capital-ist interests more generally (we 
call this possible future ‘Batteries, Bombs and Borders’), which are involved in the geopolitically fraught 
process of securing the resources for a green energy transition and securing hegemony in a renewed era 
of superpower competition. Complicating both of these is the possible arrival of far-right groups of 
‘climate collapse cults’. 

Let us be clear about our target. The vast majority of current environmental movements and organi- 
zations are not on the far right. Nor are the concerns of environmen-tal movements in some way ‘fascist’ 
concerns. It is not fascist to care about nature. Our conclusion turns to the responses we can make 
to such far-right movements, and about how we can act in ways impervious to far-right co-optation. 
Environmental movements must be politicized around issues of climate justice. Many, of course, already 
are. Yet, as environmental movements grow in impor-tance, and the climate crisis becomes ever urgent, 
such movements will accumulate and jettison models of the world with increasing rapidity. And therein 
lies the risk. The political valence of environmentalism has changed before in the past. In the past, it 
was just as much an interest of the far right as of the left. It has the potential to flip again. Whatever 
the future, declarations that climate disruption will ‘push all utopian visions and ideological disputes 
into the background’5 or that people will likely retreat into a form of disengaged hedonism are clearly 
wrong. Climate systems breakdown will only get more intensely politicized from here. 

Few books on the environment model transformations in politics as drastic as those outlined here. 
There are excep-tions, notably Climate Leviathan. In it, Geoff Mann and Joel Wainwright outline four 
hypothetical transformations of politics.6 Most similar to our outline of future ‘ecofas-cism’ is their 
‘Climate Behemoth’, in which reactionary political actors oppose the globalization of politics but keep 
capitalism. Many parts of our accounts are similar, although we split it into two distinct parts. The 
second of these parts even has some similarities with their ‘Climate Leviathan’, which seeks planetary 
capitalist government. In our speculations on the future, however, we emphasize the brutal and decidedly 
national character of the securiti-zation of adaptation to climate systems breakdown, and the fraught 
aspects of a renewable energy transition. This is perhaps simply a matter of emphasis. We are also less 
optimistic than they are about the long-term prospects of what they call ‘Climate Behemoth’. They 
believe that its contradictions will make it fall apart. We believe that it is possible, although not certain, 
that the far right can gain by its contradictions, and not simply disintegrate because of them. 

Another book comparable to ours is the recent White Skin, Black Fuel by Andreas Malm and the 
Zetkin Collective.7 It details the imbrication of its two titular parts: the white skins of fossil fuels’ 
most important his-torical advocates and developers, and the black fuel itself. It is mostly, although 
not exclusively, focused on climate denialists, and the racial politics that informs it. It differs from our 
project in several respects. Firstly, we deal with a rather broader set of far-right actors, and therefore 
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in less detail. Secondly, Malm and the Zetkin Collective focus on climate change and the responses to 
it. Of course, the emphasis is warranted: global temperature rise exacerbates all the other ecological 
problems. And, more than that, it poses existential risks to humanity as a whole. But this focus makes 
it more difficult to see what is specific about nature politics on the far right: its concern with particular 
places, with particular natural features, with food culture, with gender politics, with overpopulation, 
with energy security, with ideas of racial and ethnic identity and much more. Although a focus on each of 
these aspects might be read as a way of avoiding what is really essential in the politics of climate change, 
we think understanding these more diverse figurations of nature is essential to grasping contemporary 
far-right ecologism and predicting its future movements. The complex effects of future climate systems 
breakdown will mean that political actors will be able to contest what the really significant parts of it 
are. It is in this contestation that the far right’s more diverse nature politics will become relevant. 

Others have argued that it is essential to maintain a conception of climate systems breakdown beyond 
the radi-ative forcing effect of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere.8 We agree. It is important for engaging 
the interrelated collection of problems that exist. But it is also politically essential: full decarbonization 
of the economy, absent adequate responses to the panoply of other ecological chal-lenges, would not 
defuse the far right’s ability to use their ideas of a ‘crisis in nature’ for political gain or entirely rule out 
the threat of what has been called ‘ecofascism’. 

But should we call it that? 


On ‘ecofascism’ 


‘Ecofascism’, as a term, has a rather complex history. Bernhard Forchtner, editor of The Far Right 
and the Environment, notes that ‘ecofascism’ is a much-contested term, not widely used in the academic 
literature. He characterizes it as a ‘fringe phenomenon’ that has little impact on the existing political 
landscape.9 We largely agree. Why, then, is our book titled as it is? There are two reasons. First, we 
are writing in anticipation of politics to come as much as reflecting on the politics of today. Second, we 
accept the anxiety about the future that presently goes under the name of ‘ecofascism’ as valid, even if 
it is not the most precise or useful term. 

Let us look at some of the uses to which the term has been put. First, ‘ecofascism’ has been used as 
a smear by right-wing opponents of environmentalism. Perhaps most illustrative is James Delingpole’s 
The Little Green Book of Eco-Fascism, whose subtitle, ‘The Left’s Plan to Frighten Your Kids, Drive 
Up Energy Costs and Hike Your Taxes!’ says enough about its politics. ‘Fascism’ here is the generic 
bogeyman of government action.10 It goes without saying that we are not claiming any similarity 
between left-environmentalism and fascism. Similarly, in line with the overwhelming critical consensus, 
we identify ‘fascism’ as an ideology of the far right, not of the left. To borrow a line from Frank Uekótter, 
author of The Green and the Brown: A History of Conservation in Nazi Germany, ‘If you came upon 
this book hoping to be told that today’s environmentalists are actually Nazis in disguise, then I hope 
you paid for it before reaching this sentence.’11 

A second use of ‘ecofascism’ has also been to criticize the Deep Ecology movement by proponents 
of ‘social ecology’, most significantly Murray Bookchin.12 In the 1980s, Bookchin used the term to 
describe increasingly misanthropic tendencies within Deep Ecology, a strain of environmentalism that 
‘ascribed an equivalent value to human beings and nonhuman nature, and rejected the premise that 
people should occupy a privileged place in any moral reckoning’.13 Bookchin was responding to Earth 
First! co-founder David Foreman’s suggestion that US aid to Ethiopia during the famine was merely 
delaying the inevitable. Much better, he said, would be to ‘let nature seek its own balance’.14 Bookchin 
was also responding to an article from the pseudonymous ‘Miss Ann Thropy’, writing in the Earth First! 
Journal in support of the HIV virus. ‘If radical environmentalists were to invent a disease to bring the 
human population back to ecological sanity’, wrote the pseudonymous author, ‘it would probably be 
something like AIDS’.15 

This tendency still exists within environmentalism, or at least appears to. Recently, it was summed 
up neatly by a single image from the early COVID-19 pandemic: ‘Corona is the cure, humans are the 
disease.’ This last example, however, is more complex: soon after its prop-agation, it was found to be the 
output of a decentralized far-right propaganda group called the Hundred Handers, who were attempting 
to destabilize and mock environmen-talist movements.16 However, the most dangerous of all, Bookchin 
argued, were the new forms of ‘Malthusianism’ and overpopulation discourse. We discuss this tendency 
further in chapter 1. 

Other people have also similarly been called ‘ecofas-cists’, perhaps most prominently some of the 
rioters at the storming of the US Capitol building on 6 January 2021.17 Here, the term refers to what 
has been more aptly called ‘conspirituality’, a mixture of ‘wellness’ beliefs, conspiracy theorizing and 
appeals to the natural world.18 We address this tendency further in chapter 3. 

‘Ecofascism’ is also what the Christchurch mosque attacker called his ideology. He used it to justify 
murdering 51 Muslims. A few months later, the same justification was used in the killing of 23, largely 
Latino or Latina, people in El Paso. This book arrives in the long tail of these shootings and is in part 


an attempt to systematize and explore some of the complicated anxieties that emerged in the wake of 
these atrocities.19 

So how do we define “ecofascism'? We must first take a step back. What is ‘fascism’? Our defini- 
tion attempts to synthesize the insights of the literature, hewing closely to the mid-twentieth-century 
historical phenomenon rather than trying to extract a trans-historical ideal type. Fascism is a political 
form that seeks to revolutionize and reharmonize the nation state through expelling a radically separate 
‘Other’ by paramilitary means.20 Because it seeks to legitimize itself through a self-declared intimate 
connec-tion with a homogeneous ‘people’, it also requires a dense mass-associational society.21 This 
allows it to circumvent liberal democratic forms of legitimacy. Because its notion of the homogeneous 
people is totalizing, it seeks to recruit all of life, both in the sense of ‘private life’ and the ‘natural 
world’, into its project and thus develops a voluminous and highly normative nature politics.22 This 
vast nature politics is a consequence of the prior encroachment of capitalism into life, also in the senses 
of ‘private life’ and ‘the natural world’. Thus, fascism is intensely interested in the interface between 
humans and the natural world, and the ordering of social relations according to nature’s laws. However, 
because its account of capitalism is mystified and racialized, it does not consistently oppose capitalism’s 
incursions into life, but ascribes different aspects of this incursion different racial characters. Drawing 
from nature the bleak lessons of scarcity, competition and dominance, it affirms the ‘natural’ character 
of racial struggle and the superiority of its own race within it. 

The dominance of a few white nations globally in the time of fascism’s appearance was a consequence 
of the globalized system of capitalism in its colonial form. Yet, at the same time, capitalist expansion 
destroyed the natural environment and destabilized social relations. One of the most pronounced tensions 
in fascist thought is, therefore, its ambivalence towards capitalism: it is the source of much that fascism 
finds appalling, and yet, as the real motor of the domination that fascism affirms, it cannot be entirely 
rejected. Fascism responds to this ambivalence with a normative racial vitalism: the dominance that 
capitalism affords is affirmed and naturalized while at the same time its destructiveness towards aspects 
of nature (and the social relations embedded in nature) is criticized. One effect of the colonial stage 
of capitalist development is affirmed, the other rejected. We will explore this contradictory response in 
greater depth in the following chapter. 

Fascism in power made use of the authoritarian instru-ments that the state had accumulated during 
prior periods of crisis and colonial expansion.23 In doing so, it favoured the interests of the ruling classes. 
However, it also used these instruments to express its nature politics and attempt to live out nature’s 
diktats. The homogeneous notion of the people outlined above demands purification, both to destroy 
the organized working class and the nation’s sup-posed racial enemies. In its movement, party and state 
forms, fascism therefore tended towards violence. 

It thus has an ideological aspect, a set of political tech-niques, a dependency on particular historical 
conditions, and an implicit class aspect, which only partially subsumes its other aspects.24 To restate: 
fascism is a political form that seeks to revolutionize and reharmonize the nation state through expelling 
a radically separate ‘Other’ by paramilitary means. 

Ecofascism names one aspect of the wider fascist pol-itics: that part which most emphatically tries to 
affirm its natural basis, whatever the contradictory results thereof. However, we don’t think ‘ecofascism’ 
is useful for describing any present political actor, except a few on the margins. The main reason is 
simply the declining utility of the term ‘fascism’. Each of the political forms mentioned in the definition 
of fascism above (independent mass associa-tional forms, paramilitarism, state authoritarianism, racial 
politics) certainly exists in places around the globe at the moment, but in each instance, they are only 
partially coor-dinated. In many places, their interests are opposed. Of course, this need not be the case 
forever. The last chapter of this book is an exploration of ecofascism’s potential re-emergence through 
the climate crisis, but perhaps the main purpose of the book as a whole is to convert popular worry 
about ‘ecofascism’ into more clear-eyed opposition to the forms of racialized power that are wielded over 
and through the environment, be they ‘fascist’ or not. If most of what we discuss is not ‘ecofascism’, 
then what is it? Other terms have been suggested, such as Jonathan Olsen’s ‘right-wing ecology’, which 
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contains three parts: eco-naturalism (nature as the blueprint for social order), eco-organicism (nature 
and society viewed as an organ-ism) and eco-authoritarianism (illiberal politics as the best solution 
to the environmental crises) as its founda-tional elements.25 As others have argued, Olsen's focus on 
Germany makes it difficult for us to extrapolate this to other contexts.26 ‘Far-right ecologism’ has also 
been used to suggest a link between the natural imaginary of the far right and its social imaginary.27 

We also use ‘far-right ecologism’ in this book, although our definition is slightly different. As with 
our definition of ‘ecofascism’, we must take a step back and answer another question. What is politics? 
Politics is the struggle to pro-duce or reproduce a set of social roles and relations. Our definition of ‘far 
right’ locates a particular position within this struggle. More a taxonomic family than a species, we define 
it as ‘those forms of political behaviour which work on or advocate for the reproduction of capitalist 
social roles and relations on the basis of ethnic national-ism, racism, xenophobia or antisemitism, often 
through the application of violent means at odds with principles of formal equality and thus at least 
publicly unavailable to the liberal state’. Because of its generality, ‘the far right’ doesn’t have one 
particular organizing form. 

‘Far-right ecologism’ names all manner of highly varie-gated attempts to produce or reproduce racial 
hierarchies in and through natural systems. In what follows, we focus on the crises that allow social 
relations to nature to be reformed or reasserted. This focus on crisis and responses to crisis is deliberate: 
the manifold crises of climate systems breakdown are likely to define the future of nature politics, and 
as they do, we must be ready. 
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1. A history of far-right ecologism 


“Always, somehow, some way, silently but clearly, I am given to understand that whiteness is the 
ownership of the earth forever and ever, Amen!” (W.E.B. Du Bois, “The Souls of White Folk”)1 


Humans and environmental change 


Humans have always been an environment-making spe-cies.2 By 3,000 years ago, our impact was 
worldwide.3 And, for almost as long as there have been environment-making practices, there have been 
environmental crises, of massively varying scope and form, from local deforest-ation to soil erosion and 
declining food availability to the interlocking global crises of today. 

These crises have frequently contributed to transfor-mations in the balance of political power. The 
end of the Roman Climatic Optimum seemingly intensified the Western Roman Empire's existent prob- 
lems.4 In Medieval Europe, climatic change underlay the malnutrition that made the Black Death such 
a devastating blow. In turn (in western Europe) the sudden drop in the labour supply as peasants died 
en masse made labour power more valua-ble. Peasants rushed to the towns, triggering an extended 
period of class struggle, and, ultimately, laying much of the groundwork for capitalism. 

In the modern era, crises are inextricably bound up with the dynamics of capitalism. As Raj Patel 
and Jason Moore have theorized, capitalism relies on the continual cheapen-ing of naturalized inputs.5 
This doesn’t make capitalism’s relation to nature one of pure destructiveness, but means it seeks to put 
nature to work for it, at an ever-accelerating rate. For this reason, it might be better to call our current 
era not the ‘Anthropocene’ (which defines this period of our planet’s history in terms of effects caused 
by all humans, apparently without distinction), but the ‘Capitalocene’.6 It is not humanity in general 
that has caused our contempo-rary environmental crisis, but the specific economic system of capitalism. 

As capitalism’s demands on nature expand, tensions appear between those who want to conserve a 
given ecol-ogy and those who want to utilize it in different ways. Deciding what constitutes a crisis is 
therefore socially contested and the experience of it is differentiated by class, race and gender, as well 
as many other forms of social distinction. For some, a crisis might appear as social with environmental 
implications, for others as an ecological crisis which cascades into a crisis of governance, and for a few 
as a symbolic crisis whose solution requires the reim-position of a ‘naturalized order’. 

Some responses to crisis have utilized components of what would become far-right politics: asserting 
strict racial hier-archies of care for, access to, power over, or positions within nature. Often, these 
stratifications have served an economic role as well as a symbolic one, which forced the revaluing of 
parts of nature and groups of people. All too often, this means an aggressive cheapening, such as by 
the denigration of Black enslaved peoples’ right to life and freedom, or the systematic devaluation of 
women’s labour. These responses restore a ‘natural order’ and defend property ownership. We name 
as ‘far-right ecologism’ those forces that seek to produce and enforce racial hierarchies in and through 
natural systems. It is not one singular project, but a diverse array of responses to crises. 

Just as nature is put to work in the expansion of cap-italism, so too are concepts of nature put 
to work in its justification, invoked flexibly in response to the impera-tives of profit and governance. 
Some aspect of nature is proclaimed its fundamental law: the distinction between the ensouled and the 
automatic, nature’s capacity to model ideal social relations, its scarcity, its givenness by God, its ability 
to select, its racial character, its tendency to degrade, its distinction with the realm of culture, its com- 
petitiveness, its production of hierarchies, its morality or conversely its amorality, its tendency towards 
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balance, its obfuscation by modernity, its threateningness and so on. This aspect comes to stand in for 
the whole of nature: it becomes nature's “eternal lesson”. Yet, when these con-cepts of nature come to be 
cashed out in practice, they are often scaled down to more mundane projects: the defence of charismatic 
megafauna, or particular trees, particular landscapes and so on. 

In far-right ecologism, ‘nature’ mutates between a bot-tomless resource, an exotic threat, a final 
explanation, a weapon and a regulatory ideal. As a weapon, it is dan-gerous. As a regulatory ideal it 
is volatile, because two opposed conceptions of nature conflict in this idealization. On the one hand, 
“nature” is the central regulatory ideal of society, whose ultimate triumph is guaranteed. On the other 
hand, the far right believes that nature has been obscured in fact. And the process of resolving this 
contra-diction, of reaffirming ‘nature’, often involves the violence of nature’s most ardent exemplars: a 
particular race. 

How have ideas of nature been deployed historically to produce forms of racial domination? We 
proceed in roughly chronological order, outlining the major themes of successive periods: colonialism, 
fascism and the post-war period. We start with colonialism, not because it was identical with fascism but 
because it was a historical period and form of capitalism that laid the groundwork for the contemporary 
global distribution of power through a mas-sive expansion in capitalism’s ability to metabolize natural 
inputs and justified itself through racist ideas claiming some basis in nature.7 Situating the contemporary 
far right in the long tail of colonialism allows us to stop imagining that all far-right politics is fascism 
while also letting us see how the death camps of Europe were only possible after their technological 
development in the colonies. 


Colonial nature-management 


Capitalism was not born in the cities, but the European countryside. It converted serfs to wage 
workers and expelled people from the land.8 Sometimes, in enclosing land that had been held in common, 
ecological justifications were used. Temporary measures to combat soil erosion turned into permanent 
enclosures.9 At the same time, the reach of capitalism was expanding around the globe, gathering more 
and more of the planet into itself, and putting nature to work. 

From the beginning, colonial expansion faced an envi-ronmental critique. The land drying out as trees 
were felled was widely feared because it could cause famine. However, the mechanism was not well un- 
derstood. Christopher Columbus warned against the deforestation of the newly discovered ‘West Indies’ 
because it might reduce rainfall.10 Despite these fears, in practice, colonialism engendered widespread 
ecological destruction, an effect which stim-ulated the Western awareness of ecological change and ne- 
cessitated rapid experimentation with conservation.11 ‘Climate change’, after all, ‘represented a major 
potential threat to colonial economic projects’.12 Rather than pre-serving nature for its own sake, these 
early colonial efforts at conservation aimed at extending the lifetime of extrac-tion. Soil erosion control, 
for example, was developed in the ‘West Indies’ during the seventeenth century, but the colonists were 
more concerned with the longevity of the plantation than the survival of the forest.13 Such an indif- 
ference to nature for its own sake was not entirely shared amongst the colonists, however, and botany 
and other biological sciences flourished.14 Scientists, plantation capitalists and imperial administrators 
each had distinct interests, a key source of friction in the early colonies.15 

The colonists’ economic concerns were supplemented by more metaphysical anxieties. While islands 
were often cast as ‘Edenic’, other landscapes were thought chaotic and hazardous. Environmental con- 
trols were imposed to bring them profitably back towards ‘normalcy’.16 Buffon proposed in the 1700s 
that climatic change would bring about the degeneration of crops and man alike: grander apocalyptic 
visions of the destruction of nature, man and his place within it (and it was his place that was imagined) 
were always looming behind environmental controls.17 

If the environment had to be managed so strictly, what about the people? Perhaps the most impor- 
tant and influential pessimistic thinker of the colonial period was Thomas Malthus. In his 1798 An Essay 
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on the Principle of Population, Malthus proposed that the fundamental scarcity of nature is in conflict 
with the sexual desires of an expanding population, a conflict “fundamental to both morality and gov- 
ernment’.18 His pessimism was thorough: conditions of abundance, for instance, rather than bring-ing 
about higher living standards, would merely instigate further population growth, precipitating further 
disaster. 

Malthus distinguished ‘civilized’ and ‘savage’ life. The former can exist sustainably and be granted 
freedom; the latter cannot control its consumption and therefore must be controlled. This profligate 
savage life was understood as indigenous, non-white and colonized.19 Not content with having racialized 
the capacity for self-control, Malthus also claimed that civilized life was superior because of its unequal 
class structure, which ‘checked’ population: during famine the poorest would be unable to provide for 
themselves and so die off, whereas in an egalitarian society everyone would suffer.20 

Malthus’ ideas were used in colonial Ireland to argue against relief during the Great Famine (1845- 
52). Nassau Senior, a contemporary Oxford economist, opposed gov-ernment famine relief on the grounds 
that the ultimate cause of the famine was overpopulation in the peasantry, beyond what the land could 
support. The only solution, which the famine brought, was sharp falls in both popula-tion and birth 
rates. Even this was apparently not enough. Senior was reported to have said to a colleague that one 
million dead in Ireland (out of a population of 8.5 million) ‘would scarcely be enough to do much 
good’.21 

Other critiques of colonial environmental destruction from inside the colonial system were based on 
medical concerns.22 Climate became associated with the morally freighted notions of health and vigour. 
The terrifying dis-ease ecologies into which Europeans had strayed were not, however, pre-social natural 
facts. Caribbean sugar planta-tions, for example, with their static basins of sugary water, provided the 
ideal setting for the spread of mosquitoes brought by colonists from Africa.23 By the middle of the 
nineteenth century, European writing on the tropics had turned from its earlier celebration of the 
bounties available to fear of their nebulous pestilential quality, culminating in ‘apocalyptic visions of 
the environmental harm caused by commercial exploitation’.24 Even when, in the last years of the 
nineteenth century, parasitology superseded climate as the leading explanation for the effects of tropical 
diseases, the ‘moral character’ that disease conferred on colonial environments was preserved. 

For thousands of years before the arrival of Europeans, Indigenous Americans used fire to produce 
diverse landscapes, in a huge variety of ways up and down the landmass. Nevertheless, when European 
colonists arrived, they declared the land ‘pristine’, and the Indigenous people were treated as mere ex- 
tensions of nature — to be managed in the same way as the landscape. Australia was similarly declared 
‘terra nullius’ or ‘nobody’s land’ because the Indigenous people had ‘not yet mixed their labour with the 
earth in any permanent way’25 — an idea with its ori-gins in the thinking of English philosopher John 
Locke. On St Vincent, the seemingly innocuous project of forest conservation was used as a tool of polit- 
ical domination. As the island was mapped and planned out, the Carib population were excluded from 
consideration because their land use was thought ‘improper’.26 Robert DeCourcy Ward, coiner of the 
term ‘ethnoclimatology’, declared in the early twentieth century that in the tropics, ‘voluntary progress 
toward a higher civilization is not reasonably to be expected’. Thus, the tropics ‘must be developed 
under other auspices than their own’.27 Conquest was justified by the apparent non-industriousness of 
the Indigenous peoples. 

The opposite attitude was also used as a justification for appropriation by colonial states, a practice 
we might regard as an early instance of ‘green-grabbing’.28 Forest conservation under British rule in 
India29 and French col-onists’ control of nature in Algeria30 both emphasized the racial exclusivity 
of effective environmental governance. In the creation of US National Parks, Indigenous people were 
removed by the US Army for their use of a space that had been reserved for nature.31 In colonialism’s 
later stages, conservationism thus became a ‘highly bureaucratized justification for state control of 
land use’,32 a tool used unabashedly to enforce existing relations of domination. The effects of such 
conservation ‘were frequently just as destructive or oppressive in their effects on indigenous societies as 
direct destruction’.33 
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But does it make sense to speak of ‘conservationism’ at all in landscapes so totally transformed 
by conquest? The arrival of Europeans and their associated milieu of animals, plants and diseases 
transformed the environments of the Americas.34 In the two centuries after Europeans arrived, millions 
of Indigenous people died through disease, slav-ery and war. Some have even argued that the immense 
environmental transformation this mass death caused marks the point of lowest atmospheric carbon 
dioxide, from which we are now rapidly accelerating away.35 What was conserved by colonial states was 
not ‘nature’ in some pure sense, but nature already reorganized through the introduction of norms and 
species derived from European landscapes, and, most profoundly, ‘organized’ by the gen-ocide of the 
land's previous inhabitants. 

The initial infections in the Americas were acciden-tal. But more deliberate forms of ecological de- 
struction were also deployed. In the 1870s, the US army tar-geted the natural systems on which Indige- 
nous people relied, most famously the bison, who were slaughtered to starve Indigenous Americans.36 
Once dominion had been secured, colonists worked to fix in place a particular ecology, ‘destroying the 
natural tall grasses of the plains and planting short grasses for cattle’, locking in both a particular form 
of land use and the particular set of social relations around it.37 The arrival of the colonists, here as 
elsewhere, involved an ecological rift followed by an imposed stasis in nature use. Polemically, nature 
use in the colonies, even conservationist nature use, is an enforced peace after a triumphant war. 


Towards Madison Grant 


One of the key figures in early twentieth-century far-right ecologism was Madison Grant. He was 
influential on the development of more recognizably modern forms of con-servationism, including the 
National Park system in the US (through his personal connections to President Theodore Roosevelt), 
the imposition of racist US immigration policy, the progress of American eugenics and the development 
of racialism. Most importantly of all, he was directly inspirational for Adolf Hitler. He cannot, however, 
be understood without grasping the variegated ideas he drew on, particularly the ideas of racialism and 
eugenics, nor can the bridge from him to fascism be understood without investigating the parallel, but 
distinct, development of the vólkisch movement. 

In racialist thought, ‘Aryans’ were at once biologized and sacralized. Joseph Arthur, Comte de Gob- 
ineau, ‘the most influential academic racist of the nineteenth cen-tury’,38 declared in his 1853 Essay 
on the Inequality of the Human Races that all great human civilizations (Indian, Egyptian, Greek, Ro- 
man, German, Chinese) were the result of the ingenuity of ‘Aryans’. ‘Aryan’, which had up until this 
point named a language group, was transformed into a biological race. It did not, however, correspond 
to common twenty-first-century ideas about racial groups. France, for example, was composed of sev- 
eral groups, which, conveniently for Gobineau, also mapped France’s class structure. Regardless of the 
Aryans’ astonishing purported achievements, he argued that degeneration was inevitable. Nothing could 
be done to forestall decline.39 

In 1859 and 1871, Charles Darwin published the two most important books in the history of biology. 
It was in the wake of the intellectual crisis they triggered that Houston Stewart Chamberlain advanced 
racialism beyond Gobineau. Initially, Chamberlain employed a narrow and selective reading of Darwin 
to construct his theory of race, drawing parallels with selective breeding in animals. He claimed that 
Darwin’s book was misnamed: it should have been called ‘On The Origin of Races’. Ultimately, however, 
he came to reject the notion of natural selection and embrace racial categories with innate characteristics. 
The dominance of the race he called ‘Teutons’ could not, he thought, be based on a mere accident of 
natural selec-tion.40 Chamberlain’s The Foundation of the Nineteenth Century summarized its titular 
century’s racialism and anticipated the twentieth century’s with its blend of mys-ticism, science and 
antisemitism (Jesus? Not a drop of Jewish blood, claimed Chamberlain). Nazi theorist Alfred Rosenberg 
claimed his Myth of the Twentieth Century as its sequel. Chamberlain was responding to a different crisis 
in ‘nature’ than the earlier colonial administrators. Against an increasingly blurred distinction between 
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humans and nature, as well as the increasingly widely accepted idea of universal equality, he asserted 
the superiority of a particu-lar race. ‘Nature’ and ‘race’ became the all-encompassing explanations for 
the evident global domination of what we would now call ‘white people’. ‘Teutons’ dominated because 
they were naturally given to it, and thus the mech-anisms of their power required no further inquiry. 

The characteristics that the racialists prized were frag-ile. The racialist Georges Vacher, Comte de 
Lapouge, emphasized in the early twentieth century that although the Aryans were unquestionably the 
best race, they were not the most ‘fit’. They did not reproduce at the same rate as the lower races; thus 
they were doomed to be outbred. What had previously been held in check by Malthusian mechanisms 
no longer worked as the effects of famines were blunted by modernity.41 

Similarly catastrophist, Gobineau had anticipated civi-lizational collapse in five stages as the Aryan 
race became more and more diluted.42 Later biological discoveries seemed to give credence to this idea: 
August Weismann’s 1892 discovery of the ‘barrier’ that bears his name seemed to imply that, because 
changes in the body during an organism’s life do not affect the genes it passes on, all traits were strictly 
hereditary. Many desirable traits were thought recessive and therefore, once gone, lost forever. Thus, 
nothing could be done to prevent the collapse of civilization except control reproduction as tightly as pos- 
sible.43 A slew of American states passed ‘one-drop’ racial laws from 1910, which imagined whiteness 
as something that could be tarnished by even the slightest mixture. 

If biology foretold doom for the white race, then so too did palaeontology. For centuries, fossilized 
creatures found in Europe were confidently expected to turn up as living creatures in parts of the world as 
yet unexplored: although individual creatures could die, the extinction of whole species was unthinkable. 
However, as it became obvious that these creatures would not be found, the idea of extinction was 
formed, first in 1813 by Georges Cuvier. Slowly, people began to worry about the extinction of entire 
human ‘races’.44 By the late nineteenth century, the extinction of the Indigenous peoples of Australia 
was regarded as a foregone conclusion.45 Was it the Aryan’s turn next? 

And if so, what might be done in response to such a threat? Could the race be perfected and 
thus never go extinct? Francis Galton, polymath and public intellectual, expounded the first theory of 
‘eugenics’. He envisioned a system of state examinations and selective breeding to ‘produce a highly gifted 
race of men’ capable of managing the complex affairs of the British state.46 His ideas reflected wider 
thought of the time: there existed desirable and unde-sirable traits within people, which were inherited 
rather than environmental; the principles of animal breeding were applicable to human reproduction; 
and contempo-rary societies had blunted the natural selection of superior traits within humans.47 In 
eugenics, racial superiority is understood as based in nature, but requiring reinforcement beyond that 
which nature can provide. 

Eugenics was extremely popular, and not confined to the far right. National Eugenics Societies 
popped up across the US and Europe, culminating in 1912 in the First International Eugenics Conference. 
In the 1930s, promi-nent American eugenicists were in dialogue with their Nazi counterparts, and hailed 
Nazi marriage and sterilization laws.48 The influence went both ways: the Nazis’ racial laws were in 
turn influenced by America’s.49 

Eugenics and racialism were reintegrated into nature conservationism by Madison Grant. A keen 
naturalist, it was on a trip to Europe that he noticed something that troubled him in the practice 
of trophy hunting for deer antlers. It wasn’t — at first — the killing itself. Instead, Grant noticed that 
the deer killed centuries ago had larger antlers. Over time, trophy hunting for the largest antlers had 
left only those with smaller antlers to breed. Correlating the antler’s breadth with their ‘nobility’, 
Grant deduced that hunting was causing ‘deterioration’.50 Ernst Haeckel had argued in 1870 that 
war was also degenerative, because the bravest men at the front died first. Slowly, Grant turned against 
hunting. An American patrician, it is important to note that Grant was writing as hunting was becoming 
industrialized; class hostility cannot be ruled out from this change of heart. Whatever the cause, he 
contributed to the shift from ‘conservationism’ (in which nature is left alone with the expectation of 
further exploitation later) to ‘pres-ervationism’ (where nature is protected for its own sake). 
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The terror of ‘deterioration’ pervaded Grant's writing, along with the concept of the ‘invasive 
species’.51 But it was not just the deer that Grant thought were deteriorat-ing, and not just animals 
and plants he thought invasive. He also campaigned fiercely — and successfully — for a halt to much of 
the Southern European migration into the US through the racial quotas of the 1924 Immigration Bill. 
Basing these quotas on the 1890 census, the number of immigrants, particularly Polish Jews, Greeks 
and Italians, was strictly limited. Asian immigration was effectively halted. These efforts he understood 
as forms of environ-mental protection.52 

He was perhaps even more influential as a racial theo-rist. His 1915 The Passing of the Great Race is 
perhaps the most influential work in scientific racism. However, as his biographer Jonathan Spiro points 
out, “almost nothing [in it] is original”. The book brought together common themes in wider racialist 
thought: race as a driving force of history, fear of racial extinction and ‘race suicide’, an obsession 
with purity, and the call for aristocrats to rule society.53 His 1933 The Conquest of a Continent was 
less influential. An attempted last-hurrah in the face of the rising environmentalist anthropologists, who 
believed that the environment was more important to determine people’s traits than genes, it was quickly 
forgotten. Nevertheless, it contained some of far-right ecologism’s most characteristic configurations of 
racial relationships to nature. The Nordics’ evolution in austere wintery climates over thousands of 
years had selected for good characteris-tics, Grant claimed, most importantly ‘forward planning’. The 
trope was to resurface endlessly, from the mythic ‘Thule’ homeland of the Aryans to the climate-linked 
IQ differences of contemporary race science. It was also not original to Grant. 

American Nordics like Grant were, however, no longer living in prehistoric Thule, but in New York. 
What spe-cial connection to American nature gave them the right to rule? Grant solved this problem 
by naturalizing conquest itself. The fact that American Nordics were not where their distant ancestors 
had been was explained by Grant as the necessary consequence of their deeper nature: their predilection 
for expansion and conquest. Non-nativeness, for the Nordics (and for the Nordics alone), became proof 
of their naturalized right to the land. 

In a letter to Grant, Hitler described The Passing of the Great Race as his ‘bible’. Grant cannot be 
straight-forwardly described, however, as a ‘fascist’. While he was undoubtedly a racist authoritarian 
who supported eugen-ics, his aristocratic attitudes kept his political machinations out of the street. 
Vacher had warned Grant that universal suffrage ensures only that ‘power passes into degenerate hands’, 
and Grant was likely to have agreed.54 For fascism, by contrast, independent mass associationism is 
essential, as is the development of an all-important idea of the unified race. It is to the development 
of this idea that we now turn. Casting their nets more widely than the more aristocratic racialists, 
volkisch political thinkers — starting a century before the arrival of Nazism — affirmed the intimacy of 
entire peoples (albeit still strictly constrained in their classes), or ‘Völker’ with their lands, a natural 
condition imperilled by modernity. In the vólkisch telling, certain environments were the forges of 
robust peoples, whilst others were detrimental. Their view of nature, although locally holistic, was 
highly particularized: ‘Not all of nature . . . but only its regional manifestations gave the 

Volk its character, potential, and unity.’55 

Borrowing the terminology of Nordicism from Grant, Ludwig Ferdinand Clauss asserted that the 
German land-scape produced a Nordic Volk that was measured and still. Even their language was 
determined by landscape. More profoundly still, the landscape seemed to give the Volk the deep ca- 
pacity for intimate silence. In short, from the landscape came the possibility of spiritual community.56 
However, although this ‘homeland’ gained a kind of tran-scendental ideological status, what tied the 
people together was not just their culture but ‘ties of blood’: the Volk were a ‘biological and racial 
community’.57 

The vólkisch movements were fearful of modernity; his-torian Peter Staudenmaier has called them a 
‘pathological response’ to it.58 They offered harmony in the rural land-scape, a harmony that was social 
as well as natural: class conflict was to be ardently suppressed. We might even say that vólkisch politics 
allowed ‘nature’ and a particular social system to be conflated. Class conflict was linked to moder-nity 
and urbanization: Wilhelm Heinrich Riehl claimed that the failed German Revolution of 1848 was caused 
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by disorder springing from cities.59 Other writers continued this anti-urban theme, warning that cities 
even ‘threatened the reproductive capacity and vigor of the nation’.60 Racial reproduction was folded 
back into ruralism. Cities were not just noisy and polluted: they were dysgenic. 

And yet these movements were not entirely fixated on the past. They also pushed forward, tapping 
into the sense of an unfinished revolution which permeated German soci-ety from the late 1800s.61 
The contradiction between the desire for a ‘revolution’ and the need to suppress the revo-lutionary 
working class led to a concept of revolution that was strictly spiritual: a revolution to ‘revitalize the 
nation without revolutionizing its structure’.62 This did not mean it was to be a quietist or a private 
revolution. Instead, it found its scapegoat, and advocated, with increasing force, for its removal from 
society. The Volk was imperilled by modernity. And modernity, for many vólkisch thinkers, was equated 
with Jews. 


Fascism 


Fascism allowed ‘reactionaries’ and ‘modernists’ to co-exist.63 Because of this, it configured nature 
diversely, according to the particularities of its national variants. Some French fascist movements of the 
1930s were decidedly rural. The Greenshirts arrived in a moment where ‘both the government and the 
traditional farmers’ organizations 

... had been discredited by their utter helplessness in the collapse of farm prices’.64 This collapse, 
which had triggered an agricultural depression across Europe, had been caused by the growth of the 
world food market. The increasing productivity of non-combatant countries during the First World War 
and faster shipping had depressed the prices that farmers could get for their food. Here cheap food — an 
essential part of capitalism’s development — was the ruination of a specific class of food producers.65 

It was in this context that the Greenshirts attempted to undercut strikes organized by farm workers 
and to restore power to the farm owners. They needn’t have bothered: the state also organized to protect 
the harvest, prioritizing the needs of the city. Conservatives, for their part, decided that it would be 
more useful to simply influence the state with a lobby, and the Greenshirts were marginalized. They 
never managed to break through into being a catch-all party who could mobilize in both the countryside 
and the cities.66 

A different dynamic played out between the urban and rural strands of far-right politics in Britain. 
Unlike France, Britain was heavily urbanized: the process had long since forced much of the peasant 
classes into the cities. Accordingly, Sir Oswald Mosley’s British Union of Fascists (BUF) ‘was overwhelm- 
ingly urban in character’.67 Nevertheless, the BUF had its nature ideologues. Jorian Jenks became an 
open member of the BUF in 1936. In 1937, he revised the party’s agricultural policy, continuing his 
earlier advocacy for a system of family-owned farms (as he had in his 1935 Farming and Money). This 
rural revival-ism posited a rejuvenation of rural life as a counterweight to the decadence and malaise 
of urban modernity. He com-bined it with the BUF’s corporatism: an economic model based on a sys- 
tem of corporations that represented various sections of industry.68 Jenks saw fascism as necessary to 
achieve his ecological vision. Its political methods were the only way he saw to overcome the ‘money 
interests’ (read ‘Jews’) he believed were set against rural reconstruction.69 Outside of the Mosleyite 
right, groups like English Mistery and English Array advocated for an anti-populist politics focused on 
the revival of a yeoman class and the rebuilding of an aristocracy committed to notions of service and 
responsible rule. Many of their ideas aligned with fascism, but they were averse to political struggle, an 
aversion which ultimately saved them from the internment camps of the Second World War.70 In both 
the agricultural policy of Jorian Jenks and the writing of Rolf Gardiner (a member of both English 
Mistery and English Array, as well as a ‘Nordic racialist, a pagan, and a keen supporter of Nazi rural 
policies’),71 a connection was posited between a ‘healthy’ natural environment, including its food, and 
a racially homogeneous yeoman class. 
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Fantasies of rural idylls were less important for Italian Fascism, where the need to subdue and 
conquer not just other peoples but nature itself was a major ideological component.72 Nature was not 
broadly the site, as it would be for the Nazis, of veneration, although Fascist Italy did establish National 
Parks early in its rule. Nevertheless, the same kinds of connections were made between land and people 
as elsewhere: the ‘regeneration’ of nature linked landscape and soul, but in this case not immutably. 
Instead, ‘by changing the land, the regime aimed at regenerating the Italians’.73 

Huge projects of reclamation and transformation of nature were launched, including dredging 75,000 
hectares of ‘death-inducing’ swamp. These marshes were consid-ered ‘sterile’ and therefore had to be 
rendered productive. Fuel and food self-sufficiency were the immediate aim, but the project was also 
presented as constructing an ‘ideal landscape’ in which the ‘ideal Fascist man and woman’ could thrive. 
Militarism guided it: although entirely within Italy, veterans’ groups were sent to ‘colonize’ the re- 
claimed land, and rural communities set up to support the project were named after First World War 
battlefields.74 

In Italy’s invasion of Abyssinia (modern-day Ethiopia), propaganda also presented nature as an 
adversary, to be conquered as part of a ‘benign colonialism’. War was justified ‘as a means to bring 
Fascist “civilization” and order to a previously chaotic and underdeveloped African “first nature”” and 
thus could be understood as ‘a civilizing and even humanitarian mission’.75 Fascism and its wars were 
worthy because they could subdue nature. Thus, as Federico Caprotti and Maria Kaika summarize, for 
Italian Fascism, ‘whilst nature as the ultimate nurturer of the ideal fascist citizen provided inspiration 
for the regime’s social project, nature as wilderness posed a frontier that had to be conquered and 
colonized’.76 

How did the Nazis relate to nature? Some Nazis advo-cated extensive nature protection, but it 
was one idea in a set of contradictory notions. Most importantly, there was a profound tension (as 
well as a peculiar intertwinement) between nature veneration and the drive to war. ‘Nature’ itself 
was figured in contradictory ways: the tension between a vólkisch politics and modern agriculture; 
between a metaphysical notion of race and its scientific delineation; between the cultivation of life 
and its extermination: each dynamic already traced here found its clearest expression in Nazism. Its 
scale and the chaos of its rule allowed it to express almost all the tendencies of far-right ecologism so far 
discussed simultaneously, in their most complex and intertwined forms.77 Historian Charles E. Closmann 
sum-marizes that ‘Nazi policies dealing with the environment often demonstrated a combination of 
progressive measures to protect natural resources, professional opportunism, and rhetorical appeals to 
national identity’.78 

The flourishing of life for its own sake, far from being at the heart of the Nazi project, was eventually 
made subservient, as was everything else, to the strategy of rearmament: in 1933, production began 
on a massive order of ‘agricultural tractors’. Ordered under the ban on rearmament, in fact, they 
were tanks.79 As the Second World War progressed, Nazism’s militarism steadily side-lined its nature- 
protecting wing, and many of its ecological projects were suspended in a crackdown on Rudolf Hess’s 
associates after his ill-fated flight to Britain in 1941.80 No regime so bent on militarism — which required 
the rapid expansion of the economy — could have been ‘green’ in any conventional sense. 

Nor was Nazism in its environmental policies as radical as it wanted to be seen. German conserva- 
tionists had long desired a national nature protection law. In 1935, shortly after the Nazis came to power, 
they got one.81 Key pas-sages of this law drew upon ideas and legislation dating in some cases back 
to the nineteenth century. Joachim Radkau summarizes: ‘When it came to actual practice in nature 
protection, the Nazi regime largely carried on tra-ditions from the Weimar Republic.’82 However, in 
crucial ways they did differ from other conservationists, whose initial enthusiasm waned when, instead 
of the ‘top-down approach to landscape preservation’ they had wanted, they found themselves con- 
fronted by ‘a command-and-control approach to natural resource exploitation’.83 Nature con-servation 
was subsumed by other imperatives. 

There were exceptions to this rule. Section 5 of the law, for example, granted protection to ‘other 
portions of free nature’ which ‘contribute to the ornamentation and liveliness of the form of the landscape 
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or the animal world”.84 In the famously scenic Autobahn project, the demands of rapid construction were 
held in tension with those of the ‘Advocates for the Landscape’, chief among them Alwin Seifert. Fritz 
Todt, who oversaw the project, intervened on behalf of these advocates, threatening to cut local builders 
out if the road was not sufficiently sensitive to nature.85 These advocates also ran agricultural pro-jects 
across Germany and occupied Europe, where they championed ‘active engagement with shaping the 
German landscape’86 through biodynamic agriculture, which com-bined a holistic view of farming with 
astrological and spiritual principles, understood as ‘spiritually aware peas-ant wisdom’.87 

Nature appreciation also played a major ideological role, just as it had in the popular organizations 
that acted as tributaries of Nazism. Even here, race ruled as an idea. Walter Schoenichen, who orga- 
nized the Naturschutz (nature protection) movement, thought that ‘between Aryans and non-Aryans 
there exist fundamental, unbridge-able differences, as for example especially in the areas of worldviews, 
sexuality, the relationship to nature, etc.’.88 The Hitler Youth were called upon to ‘take part in festivals 
that remind them of the inner connection between the landscape and customs of the various German 
tribes’. But war was not so far away: the ultimate goal of such connec-tion was to instil the idea of the 
‘highest goal and highest task of all being solely in this: to be allowed to live and die for Germany’.89 

What was the connection between holism and war? The sociologist Michael Mann highlights the 
transcendence Nazism strove for: suspending class conflict for the unity of race.90 Timothy D. Snyder, 
by contrast, emphasizes that conflict and struggle were central to Hitler’s worldview.91 ‘The Jew’, 
Snyder argues, was for Hitler the symbol of false reconciliation between races. But the races could never 
be reconciled. Natural scarcity and consequent competition would not let it be. These two notions — 
transcendence and conflict — are not opposed. Instead, the only valid conflict was that between races, 
conceived of as distinct wholes, complete with their own landscapes, food, cultures and so on. Such a 
‘racialized holism’ — we might suggest this is already a contradiction in terms — tended in Nazism towards 
Manichaeism: the absolute denigration of one racialized part of nature and the absolute affirmation of 
another. 

This mode of thinking, with its underlying insistence on the fact of scarcity, could not, however, 
escape its own arbitrariness and historical contingency. Hitler’s ideology was ‘vulnerable to the simplest 
of pluralisms’: that the earth could change. And the earth was changing. The Haber-Bosch process for 
fixing nitrogen, discovered in 1909 and industrialized a year later, was radically improving the yields of 
farms (and, in the First World War, allowing Germany to produce explosives). However, because Hitler 
thought scarcity was a fact of existence, it could not be undone. It was on this basis, Snyder claims, that 
Hitler was to refuse the reality of what was happening before him: massive increases in the productivity 
of agriculture that could have put an end to absolute scarcity.92 

Why might Hitler have believed so emphatically in scarcity? Aside from ideological stubbornness, 
part of the answer might be the food shortages of the First World War. And the end of the war did 
not end the problems. The hyperinflation of 1923 distorted food prices and made it impossible to 
import food from abroad.93 Further, the crisis wrecked the social structure of the countryside. Some 
peasants and smaller farmers bought equipment with loans, expecting hyperinflation would make their 
repayments trivial, only to become indebted once the hyperinflation ended.94 Just a few years later, 
the second major economic crisis of the Weimar period triggered anti-semitic food riots. In 1928, Hitler, 
sensing an opportunity, ‘clarified’ the Nazi’s policy on the ‘expropriation of land for communal purposes 
without compensation’. It was, he said, exclusively aimed at Jewish speculators.95 The complex tangle 
of biochemical, geopolitical, logistical and economic changes in food production that had struck the 
countryside were flattened into antisemitism. 

In power, Nazis such as Richard Walter Darré — popularizer of the ‘blood and soil’ slogan — responded 
to these crises by affirming the ‘peasantry’ as the fundamental class of the German nation. However, 
reconstruction was not so simple. Darré’s Reich Food Estate intended to har-monize the tensions in 
food production, but was caught in complex economic pressures, and the demands of cheap food for 
rapid rearmament crushed the peasant farmers. Soon Darré was considered a dreamer and his influence 
waned. However, his ideas were not simply betrayed as some have claimed.96 On the contrary, Darré’s 
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ideology, in which Germany needed to expand into Eastern Europe to meet its food needs, “provided 
the theoretical rationale for a program that aimed at the racial “renewal” of the German people, the 
elimination of Jews, and the conquest of Lebensraum (living space)’.97 It is in the figure of Darré 
that not only the contradictions but also the overlap between militarism and the Nazi’s nature politics 
became most striking. 

In conquered Eastern Europe, Landscape Advocate Alwin Seifert declared that it was ‘not enough 
just to cleanse the towns of past Polish mismanagement and construct clean and pleasant villages. The 
entire landscape must be Germanized’.98 This ‘Germanization’ operated ‘through murder, expulsion, 
expropriation, and other forms of ethnic cleansing’.99 Werner Bauch, one of Seifert’s corps of ‘landscape 
advocates’, was employed at Auschwitz, where he experimented with composting and constructed a tree 
nursery. Seifert directed the construction of a 180-acre biodynamic plantation at Dachau which grew 
medicinal herbs and other products for the SS. Countless prisoners died in its construction.100 

During the war, scarcity had ideological utility: it was used to justify mass murder of people the 
Nazis considered ‘life unworthy of living’. Public health initiatives expanded into the enforcement of 
‘racial purity’ through the sterili-zation and murder of the disabled (including children), the sick and 
the Nazi’s ‘racial enemies’.101 In the extermina-tions of the Holocaust, far-right ecologism reached its 
most brutal core, transforming the lie of racialized sensitivity to nature into a programme of absolute 
domination and control. 

For their part, survivors of the Holocaust sometimes found respite in the woods and marshes to 
which they fled.102 Nature was not infinitely malleable. 


Postwar movements 


A ‘tidal wave of colour’, as Malcolm X put it, defined the decades that followed the Second World 
War. Movements for emancipation forced European nations to give up many of their colonies.103 The 
French geographer Pierre Gourou consoled the empire’s supporters that the colonial retreat was not his 
country’s fault, but inherent in the tropics themselves: their ungovernability was a permanent rule of 
nature, not a sign of imperial failure.104 

The 1950s was also the start of The Great Acceleration, a pronounced uptick in production and 
consumption which entailed the utilization of nature on an unprece-dented industrial scale. Human 
relations with the planet entered an entirely different level, ‘unique in the entire history of human 
existence on Earth’.105 A cluster of events worldwide in the 1960s and 1970s signalled the emer-gence 
of self-conscious environmental movements, many of which were left-wing: the publication and reception 
of Rachel Carson’s seminal Silent Spring, which warned of the dangers of pesticides; the anti-logging 
Chipko move-ment in India; the Blue Marble photo taken from Apollo 17; outcry over the use of Agent 
Orange in Vietnam; and the Sanrizuka Struggle against Narita Airport in Japan, among many others.106 

Later, the left-wing politics of environmentalism in the US would be affirmed by the African 
American-led protests against the dumping of toxic waste in Warren County, North Carolina.107 In 
this example, as well as many others, the environmental effects of industrial development were and are 
displaced onto racialized people, who are then blamed for their environment’s degradation.108 These 
movements demanded not simply that the waste be moved elsewhere, but that it be dealt with more 
completely, showing that ‘justice’, as Andreas Malm and the Zetkin Collective have written, ‘is not the 
negation but the essence of sustainability’.109 

Amid this broader rise in left-wing environmental politics, strands of far-right ecologism persisted 
in a sub-terranean fashion, tendencies as marginal as they were diverse. 

The British rural reconstructionists continued their activism. Rolf Gardiner and Jorian Jenks were 
involved in the 1946 founding of The Soil Association, through which they promoted organic farming. 
Jenks was de facto editor of its journal Mother Earth. He did not renounce his fascism. Indeed, he also 
wrote the agricultural policy document of Mosley’s postwar Union Movement, although he did not use 


21 


the Association as a vehicle for far-right politics.110 Alwin Seifert, Nazi Landscape Advocate, played a 
key role in the development of the Organic Farming movement like other Landscape Advocates, where 
they largely replaced their earlier rhetoric of ‘technical development [with] an ecological vocabulary’.111 
Fascism and National Socialism were adapted for a new reality. 

Quite another mode of adaptation came through Savitri Devi, who transformed Nazism into a 
spiritualist practice, integrating it with Hinduism and animal rights advo-cacy.112 In her ideological 
system, which she regarded as the proper National Socialist conception of nature and spirituality, ‘nature’ 
is the absolute regulatory ideal, the imprecise centrepiece of an esoteric thought that waits quietly for 
the return of Hitler. 

More conventional than Devi, the ‘cluster of think tanks, cultural institutes and journals’113 that 
constitutes the European New Right also developed the far-right ecologist imaginary in two ways. First, 
through Alain de Benoist’s con-servative paganism,114 highly sensitive to space, critical of hubristic 
anthropocentrism115 and xenophobically allergic to foreign intruders.116 Second, through Guillaume 
Faye’s future-oriented catastrophism, which bewailed ‘Muslim extremism, the ethnoreligious clash be- 
tween North and South, and the worsening of uncontrolled pollution’. Faye calls in response for a 
paganist society headed by a ‘born chief’ and the ‘quelling of liberal democracy’.117 These ideas the 
European New Right spread through a strategy of ‘metapolitics’, which dictates in its simplest formula- 
tion that ‘politics is downstream of culture’. Metapolitics advo-cates for adherents to transform cultural 
institutions and in doing so ‘conserve the fascist vision in the interregnum’.118 European far-right par- 
ties associated with the fascist past like the UK National Front and the German National Democratic 
Party attempted to use similar ‘metapolitical’ strategies, adopting environmentalism and criticizing 
existing green parties for not discussing causes like the ‘endangerment of white Britons’119 and the 
threat that abortion posed to the ‘biological existence’ of the German people as ecological concerns.120 
Their ecologism was almost exclusively understood through the frame of race, but their front groups 
were under-resourced; they gained little electorally. 


Far-right ecologism in the US 


The Soil Association, Savitri Devi, the European New Right, the various attempts of far-right parties 
to use envi-ronmentalism as a lure: if these moments seem peripheral to the major currents of postwar 
history, that is because they were. But in the 1960s and 1970s, environmental-ism had become such a 
widespread discourse that actors across the political spectrum took positions in favour of environmental 
protection. Indeed, many of the strongest environmental protection laws in the US were passed under 
President Richard Nixon, no leftist. In America, other groups and thinkers on the far right mobilized 
a set of political tactics and aesthetics unencumbered by the fascist past, and would thus be more 
successful than the Europeans.121 These thinkers also encountered the ongoing shift in the scale of 
environmental politics from particu-lar landscapes to the entirety of the globe. In the 1970s, climate 
change was already known to be caused by rising 

122 CO2 emissions. 


These far-right ecologists responded to this and many other crises in ways variously catastrophist 

and denialist. 

In the 1960s, Malthusianism was revived, most sig-nificantly by Paul Ehrlich’s 1968 The Population 
Bomb. Predicting catastrophe, Ehrlich claimed hundreds of millions would soon die of hunger largely due 
to over-population. To solve such immanent and dire problems, neo-Malthusians flirted with compulsory 
sterilization pro-grammes. The racial character of Ehrlich’s predictions is unmistakable: it illustrated 
overpopulation as a Delhi slum seen through a taxi window.123 

Ehrlich’s claims did not come true. Over the long term, as it had been before, scarcity was becoming 
undone in important ways: the Green Revolution and the develop-ment of China, although they both 
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had consequences too complicated to summarize here, contributed to cereal pro-duction massively out- 
stripping population growth in the second half of the twentieth century.124 Neo-Malthusian arguments 
frequently ignore that rarely is famine a conse-quence of there not being enough to eat, but is instead 
a problem of particular people not having enough to eat: a problem with dense layers of social medi- 
ation, rather than a simple natural fact. Gender and the politics of repro-duction are also important 
dimensions of neo-Malthusian discourse. In Reproduction Rights and Wrongs, Betsy Hartmann argues 
that overpopulation became a driver for technocratic top-down population control initiatives, initiated 
by development and aid agencies and imposed on women in the Global South.125 

In the same year as Ehrlich's book, Garrett Hardin supplied an ecological justification for privatiza- 
tion of the commons in his essay The Tragedy of the Commons, arguing that rational human self-interest 
meant that a col-lectively owned resource would, in time, be used to the point of depletion.126 Hardin's 
argument that the deple-tion was unavoidable was wrong: the economist Elinor Ostrom developed prac- 
tical algorithms for shared use of a common resource in 1990.127 It also substantially misrep-resented 
thousands of years of effective sharing of common resources by local communities. 

Hardin's work also supplied far-right ecologism with its most important metaphor concerning adap- 
tation to climate change. In 1974, he suggested the earth was like an ocean, on which some (citizens of 
rich countries) floated in lifeboats while other (poor, non-white) people were left adrift. Space in the 
lifeboats, Hardin asserted, was lim-ited. This called for a ‘lifeboat ethics’. For the rich citizens to allow 
others onto the lifeboat was to doom everyone: ‘Complete justice, complete catastrophe’.128 

Similar calls for immigration restriction on the basis of environmental arguments is the chief output 
of the Federation for American Immigration Reform (FAIR) net-work, founded by John Tanton. Having 
previously been active in the mainstream environmental group the Sierra Club, where he chaired its 
National Population committee in the early 1970s, it was in 1979 that Tanton founded FAIR.129 It 
has attempted to make opposition to immi-gration acceptable from a liberal environmental position: 
more people in the Global North means more consump-tion and more pollution. This argument is more 
useful than Ehrlich’s: scrapping the fixation on overpopulation (Ehrlich’s argument was more complex, 
but this is what has mostly been drawn from his work), it instead set anti-immigration as one part 
of a wider environmental strategy. However, in homogenizing national and racial groups, it missed the 
most important determinants of ecological impact, namely, wealth. Environmental destruction was and 
remains tied to class and not race. 

Tanton’s construction of nature through ‘exclusionary notions of nationalism, race and culture’, as 
John Hultgren has it, ties him to a miscellaneous crop of thinkers more fringe than him.130 Finnish 
ecologist Kaarlo Pentti Linkola welcomed events like war and genocide. ‘Who misses the twenty million 
executed by Stalin?’, he asked rhetorically, ‘Who misses Hitler’s six million Jews?’131 Linkola held 
democracy in scorn, considering it unable to carry out the drastic decrease in the human population 
he thought necessary. Instead, he envisioned a world government overseen by a group of enlightened 
‘mutant visionaries’ who would save humanity from itself.132 

Linkola was an extreme voice, but by no means a lone one. Other writers on the wilderness, such 
as the American Edward Abbey, wrote in support of apartheid South Africal33 and against the immi- 
gration of ‘hungry, ignorant, unskilled, culturally-morally-genetically impoverished people’,134 namely 
non-white migrants. It was arguments from the group around Abbey — in praise of HIV, against food 
aid to Ethiopia — which Murray Bookchin described as ‘ecofascist’. 

As Keith Woodhouse, historian of radical environ-mentalism, has shown, arguments advanced by 
Abbey and others about the damage that non-white immigrants would do to the environment were 
contradictory: on the one hand, white Americans were considered the only plau-sible protectors of the 
environment; on the other, ‘more people in the United States meant more people living a profligate 
and costly American lifestyle’. These argu-ments framed white Americans as ‘at once the scourge of 
the planet and the stewards of a fragile landscape’.135 By obscuring the stark class differences in 
consumption amongst white Americans — and thus presenting them as both stewards and destroyers — 
these far-right ecologists displaced blame for ecological damage onto racialized others. 
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If blame for localized destruction could be racialized, such a move was more difficult on the increas- 
ingly global scale of environmental politics. Although the argument has been made (repeatedly), it is 
arguably more difficult to sustain the claim that simple population had led to the billions of tonnes of 
CO2 in the atmosphere rather than evidently unequal production and consumption. Instead, denialism 
developed gradually. The 1983 Nierenberg report, published under the Reagan administration, accepted 
the science of climate change but argued human-ity could adapt to its impact.136 In 1988, one of the 
worst droughts in history hit the US. It seemed climate change might be happening soon after all. Pres- 
ident George H.W. Bush declared that he would counter the ‘greenhouse effect’ with the “White House 
effect’, and bring the power of the presidency to bear on the problem. 

However, in 1989, the George C. Marshall Institute 

— an important institution in Cold War anticommunism 

— published ‘Global Warming: What does the science tell us?’, which contended that it was the sun, 
and not human’s CO2 emissions, that was responsible for global warming.137 Eventually, every aspect 
of the science became contested.138 Climate scientist Michael Mann calls this ‘the illusion of a debate’, 
the function of which is to create space for fossil fuel extraction to continue with minimum disruption. 
Until the present day, the vast majority of those on the far right deny climate change to some extent, 
a panoply of lies we will detail in the next chapter. 

This about-face from Nixon’s environmental protections to the full-throated denialism of later Repub- 
licans should perhaps not be surprising. Action on climate change is not contiguous with environmental 
protection more broadly; it entails a radically different scale of response. Environmental protection 
laws like the Clean Air Act aimed to improve public health by reducing pollution. By contrast, the fight 
against climate change requires a global transformation in the basic material substrate of contemporary 
capitalism: its dependency on fossil fuels.139 It is no surprise therefore that fossil fuel companies, most 
importantly ExxonMobil, funded much of the denialist network. 

They received support also from the wider right wing of American politics, where religious faith 
and capitalist imperative combined in neoconservatism to justify the limitless exploitation of the earth. 
Genesis commands, in a much-quoted passage: ‘Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and 
subdue it: and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over every living 
thing that moveth upon the earth.’140 

What is the relationship of denialism to far-right ecologism? We argue that it allows for a further 
raciali-zation of environmental impacts. It allows the cataclysmic social effects of natural disasters in 
the Global South, exacerbated by climate change, to seem like the conse-quences of racialized ineptitude, 
and not the effects of unprecedented anthropogenic climate change. However, this denialism does not 
work on its own, but in tandem with another tendency, much more accepting of the relationship between 
social problems and ecological destruction, but which responds by securitizing the natu-ral environment. 

It is perhaps significant that denialism was peddled by Cold War institutions in the post-Cold War 
era, like the George C. Marshall Institute. This ‘redeployment’ of Cold War institutions towards climate 
systems breakdown also contributed to the emerging environmental securitization discourse. Over the 
course of the Cold War, weather and the biosphere had become a direct concern of the security state, 
a process that also stimulated massive developments in the Earth sciences. In doing so, however, the 
security state ‘monopolized definitions of both threat and security’,141 a monopolization which ‘blocked 
action on nonmilitarized planetary threats, and specifically on climate change’.142 President George W. 
Bush encouraged Americans to think of Hurricane Katrina as if it had been a nuclear attack.143 Thus 
climate change — when it was not being simply denied — was addressed by military planners and others 
within a paradigm which placed ‘risk man-agement ahead of measures to address the root causes of 
environmental insecurity’.144 In short, militarized adaptation to the effects of climate change, and not 
the mitigation of its causes, became the overarching focus of the response. 

The 1990s saw a surge in environmental conflict dis-course.145 An article entitled ‘The Coming 
Anarchy’ by Robert D. Kaplan, sensationalizing the work of academic Thomas Homer-Dixon, declared 
that the most prescient image of the post-Cold War world was the widening gyre of chaos supposedly 
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emerging from West Africa.146 President Bill Clinton reported himself ‘gripped’. The cause of these 
threats? ‘Nature unchecked’. “Here, as elsewhere in Africa and the Third World”, Kaplan reported, ‘man 
is challenging nature far beyond its limits, and nature is now beginning to take its revenge”. In Guinea, 
Ghana, Sierra Leone and the Ivory Coast, “the primary rainforest and the secondary bush is being 
destroyed at an alarming rate’. From this apparently inexplicable environmental destruc-tion comes 
crime and war. 

Kaplan witnessed convoys of trucks taking the felled trees to the port. Yet, the cause of this defor- 
estation is left unexplained. There is no word of the economic imper-atives for logging. Kaplan’s article 
stylizes Black people as tragically and dangerously overdetermined by nature. Capitalism has a tendency 
to destroy its own ecological conditions of production and in doing so engenders both environmental dis- 
aster and economic crises.147 Kaplan projects this tendency onto Black people. A contradiction within 
capitalism becomes a racial character. In truth, in the globalized market, no environment is constructed 
strictly endogenously. 

But these racialized threats, for all their recollection of colonial fears of Africa, were also strangely 
convenient. Although the environment was ‘part of a terrifying array of problems that will define a new 
threat to our security’, it provided a previously absent focus for US foreign policy in the aftermath of 
the Cold War. As ‘the national-security issue of the early twenty-first century’, environmental security 
allowed for the reorientation of existent security systems towards control of the problems resulting from 
environmental destruction, which Roland Deibert has termed the ‘post-Cold War military-environmental 
secu-rity complex’.148 

In contemporary far-right nature politics, securitiza-tion and denialism combine. Denialism attempts 
to push through environmental limits, externalizing the risks onto others. Securitization turns this risk 
into profitable control. Rather than two separate tendencies, they are increasingly aligned as two facets 
of the governance of nature and soci-ety: one produces and displaces risk, the other capitalizes it. 


Far-right ecologism: towards the present 


If denial and securitization are the most characteristic ways of thinking about nature on the right 
today, where are we now with far-right ecologism? Throughout this history, far-right ecologism’s signal 
moment has been the claim that the ‘lessons of nature’ are directly applicable to social relations. This 
also explains its ideological function in capitalism. The far right wishes to enjoy the spoils of capitalist 
expansion without the social transformations that such a process entails. Racial domination could 
not have been achieved on the scale it was during colonialism without industrial capitalism. However, 
capitalism also entails ever-escalating production and resource extraction, destroying aspects of the 
lifeworld the far right wants to root itself in. The rootedness of people in the West (and their attendant 
social forms) is undercut by the force (cap-italism) that gives that rootedness its particular character 
of global supremacy. In this sense, far-right ecologism stems from a misapprehension of the contingency 
of white people’s historical global dominance. Far-right ecologism wants to maintain that dominance 
while denying the mechanisms by which it has come to be. Because the far right largely avoids using 
‘capitalism’ to explain historical white dominance, it is instead claimed as ‘natural’. Far-right ecologism 
and its diverse ideas of ‘nature’ paper over the ideological contradiction in far-right thought between 
the fact of power and its mechanism. 

And ‘ecofascism’? We can identify examples within wider far-right ecologism: Alwin Seifert, Jorian 
Jenks and Richard Walter Darré. What do they have in common? First, and most importantly, they 
were all fascists: they attempted to mobilize the racialized masses in defence of a set of naturalized social 
relations, in a way that cir-cumvented liberal democratic norms. However, this was not the predominant 
mode in which far-right ecologism worked. Most conspicuous in much of the postwar period (at least 
from the neoliberal revolution onwards) is the absence of political mobilized masses. This is no accident. 
It is a structural condition of much contemporary politics to which we will shortly turn. 
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What does far-right ecologism look like now? Can ¿t be called ecofascist? And how does far-right ecol- 
ogism inter-act with the dominant governing mode of contemporary capitalism, namely neoliberalism? 
These are the questions we will answer over the next three chapters. 
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2. The far right and nature now 


The contemporary far right is not a unified political move-ment, but a collection of disparate and 
conflicting projects. Some grasp the most powerful offices in the world, others fester on online platforms, 
others organize street demon-strations, and some carry out mass murders. This fractured and fractious 
landscape of different political forms is not structured arbitrarily, nor can its splits be entirely explained 
by the far right's political ineptitude or their narrow focus on particular nation states. 

Our earlier definition of fascism contains three political forms: an authoritarian state; a racial mass 
movement; and extrajudicial deadly violence. These parts still exist on the far right, but as three separate 
strands. The fact that they are — for the most part — not integrated is the product of pronounced 
ideological differences, but also of the govern-ance of capitalism in neoliberalism. 

Interwar fascism integrated all three: it utilized para-militarism and its claim to immediate expression 
of the will of the people to challenge and then assume state power.1 However, such an integration 
is no longer viable in much of the world. In Europe, where the state’s monop-oly on violence has 
become almost total, paramilitarism has become essentially impossible.2 Violence is instead treated 
as terroristic and aberrant. Despite this situation in Europe, varying degrees of integration are still 
possible outside it: militia movements in the US; unaccountable paramilitary police in many countries; 
and the semi-paramilitary Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS) in India. All these are forms in which 
this extrajudicially violent part is more ambiguously distinguished from the state. 

What about the split between movements and gov-ernments? This split is more recent, a product 
of the conventionally enforced prohibition (also historically con-tingent, also geographically variable) 
on overt biological racism and to a lesser extent on right-wing anti-capitalism. Accelerating transfor- 
mations of the public sphere through the internet also contribute: many recent far-right move-ments 
have simply circumvented the traditional far-right parties by organizing through the internet.3 This is 
again not to say that they will remain independent. The paradig-matic case of their capture is QAnon, 
which transformed America’s deep wells of anti-government conspiratori-alism into an appendage of 
the governmental far right. Conversely, the alt-right remained largely unassimilated, the prohibition on 
overt biological racism and antisemitism having proved too strong. 

And the split between movements and violence? Both changes in the command structure of far-right 
organiza-tions4 (no longer are they so hierarchical) and the more general construction of the ‘terrorist’ 
as the singular bearer of violence allows for the production of this split. 

These processes have not just split them up, but trans-formed them. As Wendy Brown writes, ‘white 
nationalist authoritarian political formations . . . are contoured by more than three decades of neoliberal 
assaults on democ-racy, equality and society’.5 This three-way split is the product of a particular history. 
Thus, it might change again in the future, a possibility we explore in the final chapter on the future. 
We should not treat these splits as neutral or unproblem-atic. Useful for clarity, they nevertheless each 
obscure an underlying continuity. The split between the governmental and the movementist far right 
comes with the danger of presenting racism as dispositional and aberrant rather than structural or driven 
by material interests. The split between the governmental far right and terrorists in turn naturalizes 
state violence. The split between movements and terrorists allows violence to appear as diametrically 
opposed to the slow cultural work of metapolitics, where in truth the former emerges in ‘stochastic’ 
patterns trace-able to the rise and fall of far-right movements, and the latter can occasionally benefit 
from the attention afforded by terrorist violence. We return to these dynamics in a later chapter. 

How do these splits affect nature politics? Articulations of ‘nature’ on the far right now are mul- 
tifaceted, cha-otic even. They address a plethora of different scales. Sometimes, it can seem that the 
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‘environment’ is only spe-cific ‘national’ landscapes. Sometimes, it seems that what is at stake is humans” 
entire relationship to ‘nature’ as a regulatory ideal. These transformations of scale can be dizzying as 
the ‘lessons of nature’ are extrapolated from one context to another, from pollution to immigration to 
littering to global climate systems breakdown. 

What explains this variability? Most obviously the far right’s own diversity. But also the fact that, 
for the most part, nature is a ‘thin’ ideological notion, requiring further elaboration to be rendered a 
substantial political idea.6 It is a way of articulating usual far-right talking points rather than the core 
of the politics itself. Accordingly, ‘nature’ changes in response to the demands of political goals. Despite 
this instrumental subordination to the needs of the moment, ideas of nature are important, functioning 
as ‘an area through which these actors have long reproduced their ideology’.7 

What almost all of the articulations of nature on the far right share, if only incompletely, is an oppo- 
sition to ‘neoliberal nature’. What is it? Neoliberalism’s transna-tional character at once turns nature 
into an abstract and strangely placeless commodity (which denationalizes it),8 while reinforcing existing 
geopolitical disparities in risk. The trees planted to offset your flight emissions could be anywhere, but 
the short-term impact of climate change will mostly be in the Global South. In doing so, ‘neoliberal 
nature’ ‘updates older nature/society and fact /value . . . dichotomies into a “systems/context” dualism’.9 

It is this older dichotomy of fact/value that the far right attempts to resuscitate, and to do so in 
ways that are racial-ized and nationalized. The far right responds to ‘neoliberal nature’ by reaffirming 
nature’s national character. Nature has been stolen from the nation by something at the scale of the 
international, an idea that applies both in the case of Jair Bolsonaro’s obstinate exploitation of the 
Amazon and in the contrasting case of Rassemblement National’s affir-mation of a particularly French 
way of living ecologically. The forms of nature that are nationalized can be hugely various: not just an 
energy resource ripe for exploitation, a delicate local food culture, or of a particular kind of landscape.10 
Any kind of nature will do. 

In this affirmation of nature’s national character, ideas from the history of far-right ecologism come 
rushing back in: the idea that some races are naturally sensitive to nature or naturally industrious, 
that races are determined by their landscapes, that nature is fundamentally scarce and so on. However, 
contemporary far-right nature politics is not simply the atavist regurgitation of colonial nature politics 
in opposition to neoliberal nature. Like Brown, we might even read much of contemporary far-right 
nature politics as stemming from neoliberalism’s atrophying of society.11 The conceptual transformation 
of neoliberal nature is underwritten by political and economic processes: pri-vatization, securitization 
and financialization. The latter two can work to capitalize on environmental crises and in doing so 
deploy a logic of ‘containment’, whose built-in failures precipitate further privatization.12 If far-right 
</right> nature politics is an attack on neoliberal nature, it is one which maintains many of the 
underlying structures of neo-liberalism more generally, namely its moralization (as a replacement for 
social contestation), its marketization and its geographic and racialized displacements of risk. 

If there is so much in common between the far right and neoliberalism, at the scale of both their 
general politics and their ideas of nature, in what sense do they oppose ‘neoliberal nature’? Don’t they 
just combine it with older notions? 

To understand why it makes sense to frame much of the far right as opposed to what they understand 
as neoliberalism, we must turn to one of most startling but underappreciated aspects of contemporary 
far-right poli-tics: much of the far right thinks international capitalism and the left are the same thing. 
How is such a peculiar conflation possible? It rests on the central distinction of far-right politics: not 
between the dominant and the dis-possessed, still less between the international working class and 
capital, but between the national and international per se. Neoliberalism, understood from the far right 
as an international phenomenon (it is correct on at least this point), is opposed to the national, and 
thus is cast as ‘left-wing’. This view is reinforced by the cosmetic support for social liberalism (and 
even some aspects of social justice) adopted by international companies, and by the seeming identity 
(although for different reasons) of left-wing and neoliberal support for migration. 
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This force (which they name ‘globalism’) is roughly what the left would call ‘neoliberalism’, although 
it also includes organizations like the World Health Organization and (importantly for us) treaties like 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). These it treats as if they 
are the seat of conspiracies against the nation.13 It is true that neoliberal capitalism has atrophied the 
power of the nation state. But, in the con-temporary far right, international organizations feature more 
prominently in comparison to the (arguably more important) movement of global capital. In this sense, 
the far right understands that states have lost much of their power, but misses how.14 

This focus on comparatively egalitarian international environmental organizations at the expense of 
attention to flows of capital leads to a situation in which Bernhard Forchtner can report that feelings 
of ‘the neglect for “the little guy” by allegedly cosmopolitan, liberal elites’ lead to climate change 
scepticism, a tendency itself “embedded in a wider far-right imaginary which stresses the significance of 
local particularity in opposition to global abstractedness’.15 ‘Globalism’ dissolves the power of the nation 
state and makes moral claims on it that it should not have to adhere to.16 However, this is no clean 
break from neoliberalism (now viewed again from our own perspective). As Brown argues, neoliberalism's 
dismantling of the social makes claims to redress social wrongs outside of the market appear as special 
pleading.17 It is this that fires up the refusal of social justice more generally in neoliberalism. When 
calls for justice come through international environ-mental organizations and treaties, the splenetic 
objections go into overdrive. 

We can tie this back into the construction of ‘neolib-eral nature’ more broadly: by addressing climate 
change through ‘globalist’ institutions, we might summarize, the far right believes that parts of nation- 
alized nature are rendered equivalent and social justice, with its principles of equality, is advanced. A 
true — nationalist — view of ‘nature’ would obviate both. 

The dominant currents of contemporary far-right ecolo-gism thus work in a complex relationship to 
neoliberalism. They object to neoliberalism’s tendency towards inter-national cultural homogenization, 
understood as social liberalization and the redress of structural disparities, as well as to the homoge- 
nization of ‘nature’. However, in response, they propose little else than the further radi-calization of 
neoliberalization’s underlying drive towards privatization, this time lodged firmly at the scale of the 
national. We might suggest, given the seeming irreversibility of capitalism’s internationalization, that 
this is impossible. It is in facing this impossibility that the tendency towards violence might scale up. 

This chapter deals with the contemporary governmental far right and environmental authoritarian- 
ism. In the same way that our history was structured in light of the present, this chapter implicitly 
looks to the future. The tendencies described here — the governmental far-right nature politics, the more 
general ‘environmental authoritarianism’ — are, at present, disconnected from each other. Both concern 
the governing of nature through authoritarian means, but in different ways. Nevertheless, their future 
integration remains possible. 


Denialism 


Denial has many forms: trend denialism (‘the globe is not heating up’), attribution denialism (‘it’s 
not humans causing it’), impact denialism (‘it won’t have any serious effects’), action denialism (‘we 
don’t need to do anything’) and urgency denialism (‘we should act, but not yet’). Each one tends to 
forestall even posing the question of the next. 

We might argue that denialism persists against the enor-mous weight of evidence because, as Andreas 
Malm and the Zetkin Collective have written, it accords ‘with some pressing material interests of 
the dominant classes’.18 This is certainly true. Denialism has historically been propa-gated through 
institutions funded directly by fossil fuel capital. And yet, there are other possible explanations. Matthew 
Lockwood has argued that the idea of a strug-gle between ‘the people’ and a cosmopolitan elite forms 
the backbone of climate change denialism rather than ‘interest-based explanations’.19 Because of fossil 
fuels’ fundamentality to contemporary capitalism, however, we suggest it is difficult to isolate a distinct 
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‘material interest’ in continued fossil fuel extraction by anything as simple as checking a stock portfolio. 
We think both explanations are plausible. 

In Germany as in Poland, domestic coal extraction has been vociferously defended by the far-right 
parties in opposition and in power (the Alternative fúr Deutschland (AfD) and Law and Justice (PiS), 
respectively). In Norway, a direct link between the country's welfare system (also supposedly threatened 
by Muslim immigration) and oil was made by the far-right Progress Party: without greater levels of 
resource extraction, Norway’s famous welfare largess would be impossible, they declared, ignoring that 
neighbouring Sweden achieves the same with no oil reserves.20 

President Donald Trump’s climate denialism is well known. In 2010 he called climate change a ‘con’, 
seemingly citing the ‘ClimateGate’ scandal, during which denialists misrepresented errors in a climate 
change report to imply a conspiracy.21 He has repeatedly claimed that climate change was a hoax by 
the Chinese. In office, his adminis-tration exited the Paris Climate Agreement, reflecting both the anti- 
international currents in far-right politics and wider concerns among Republicans that the deal made the 
US uncompetitive. His administration massively expanded offshore drilling and scrapped or weakened 
112 different pieces of environmental legislation22 including reducing vehicle emissions standards, a 
single change which would allow vehicles to emit a further billion tonnes of CO2, or 20 per cent of the 
annual US total.23 

Will this mode of climate denialism hold into the future? The interests at stake show no signs of 
abating, and they will likely have a willing avatar. Tucker Carlson, possible 2024 presidential candidate, 
has used arguments familiar from the Tanton network, explaining his hardline anti-immigration stance 
as a consequence of his love for the environment.24 Carlson has vociferously denied anthropo-genic 
climate change and rejected calls for climate justice, ridiculing them as ‘systemic racism in the sky’.25 
In Brazil, layers of historical domination coincide in the figure of Bolsonaro: colonial resource extraction, 
the denigration of Indigenous peoples, authoritarian neolib-eral revolutions, Cold War anti-communism, 
reactionary sexism and racism, and anti-leftism. As Alex Hochuli has written, in Brazilian history, ‘it 
is rare for matters to be definitively resolved . . . the new eventually vanquishes the old at the cost of 
incorporating the old into the new’.26 

Bolsonaro’s environmental impact has been devastating, not just for Brazil — but, given the Amazon’s 
global impor-tance as a sink of carbon dioxide — the entire world. The deforestation of the Brazilian 
Amazon was already on the rise before Bolsonaro, but under his government — elected in October 2018 
— it exploded.27 Between August 2018 and July 2019, it increased by 30 per cent compared with the 
year before.28 The following year, a further 9.5 per cent.29 For all Bolsonaro’s denialism, Brazil has 
some of the highest rates of concern about climate change in the world (a 2015 poll found some 86 
per cent of the population thought it was a serious concern).30 Against this over-whelming popular 
interest, the decimation of the Amazon stands out as a class project, lucrative for landowners and 
cattle farmers. It is perhaps then no surprise that Bolsonaro’s Minister of the Economy, Paulo Guedes, 
is one of the original ‘Chicago Boys’, who have provided the ideological justification for the waves of 
authoritarianneoliberalization in South America since the early 1970s. Despite this widespread public 
interest in environmentalism, the economy of Brazil remains focused on primary commodities, which 
must be sourced directly in the nat-ural environment. The presidential terms of Luiz Inácio Lula da 
Silva (known as Lula) had been marked by the clash of ‘environmental protection and social justice . 
. ., on one hand, and . . . the expansion of large-scale produc-tion systems on the other’.31 As Brown 
argues, these zones of protection and justice are anathema to neoliberalism, which views claims for social 
justice as ‘totalitarian’.32 Such claims on social justice were perhaps rendered even more outrageous 
for the far-right /neoliberal alloy of Bolsonaro’s base when the anti-corruption drive of Operation Car 
Wash seemed to reveal widespread corruption. It centred on the state-owned oil company Petrobras, on 
whose board both Lula and Dilma Rousseff, who succeeded him as president, sat. The scandal perhaps 
contributed to a situation in which Lula and Rousseff’s records of social progressiveness (including their 
environmental policies) were read as hypocrisy. 
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Operation Car Wash has since been shown to have been systematically biased. Documents released 
in 2019 by The Intercept showed that the prosecutors had ‘plotted to pre-vent the [Lula’s] Workers’ 
Party from winning the 2018 presidential election’.33 But the damage had already been done: it un- 
doubtedly laid the groundwork for Bolsonaro’s triumph. Here, in this combination of anti-corruption 
drives, backroom dealing, and the rejection of all claims on social justice, the politics of the far right 
become most nakedly imbricated with the logic of neoliberalism: not opposed to it, but its flourishing. 

In Brazil, environmental degradation comes with the degradation of Indigenous rights. The Bol- 
sonaro govern-ment has made moves to legalize mining on Indigenous lands, obviously destructive to 
ecosystems upon which Indigenous peoples rely.34 Two conflicting descriptions of Indigenous people 
by Bolsonaro bear discussion. On the one hand, he has presented them as allied with nebulous in- 
ternational organizations against the Brazilian people.35 This description implies the nation (which 
apparently does not include its Indigenous population) is beset by nebulous outsiders, both inside and 
out. On the other hand, he has demanded assimilation through offering them the right to the priva- 
tized exploitation of their own land. Bolsonaro here makes neoliberal the colonial relationship in which 
humanization is predicated on religious conversion: pri-vatized exploitation is at once a path to formal 
equality and catastrophic for the Indigenous people's relationship to the land.36 Bolsonaro’s descrip- 
tions of nature were also directly redolent of colonial nature politics. His baffling declaration that the 
Amazon is ‘practically untouched’ defends a new regime of extraction by resuscitating the notion of 
nature as an inexhaustible bounty.37 When denial is untenable — such as in the case of the enormous 
waves of fires of 2019 and 2020 — conspiracies are used instead. The fires, he said, had been started by 
those who wanted to ‘make him look bad’, echoing an American conspiracy that the California wildfires 
were started by the bogeyman of ‘antifa’.38 

The power of this absurd conspiratorialism — in which lying becomes so blatant that it functions as a 
demonstra-tion of contempt for those who would hold the speaker to account — was perhaps even more 
developed in the case of Trump. Where Bolsonaro had conspiracies about NGOs and leftists, Trump 
had QAnon. 

QAnon, and other mass conspiratorial movements, have made prominent a new form of denialism, 
more profound than those listed above. In late 2020, a poll found that some 56 per cent of Republicans 
believed the conspiracy theory was ‘mostly or partly true’.39 Although QAnon is still largely understood 
as a specific theory about the Democrats, over the course of the COVID-19 pandemic it mutated into 
a fundamental account of the whole world. Here, ‘politics’ becomes the conflict between evil elites and 
good elites and — given QAnon’s ongoing hybridization with wellness culture — ‘planet-healing vibes’ 
vs ‘demonic energy’. Neither incremental changes in atmospheric CO2, nor the old denialist tropes of 
sunspots and natural cycles, can fit into this worldview because they don’t — unlike everything else it 
conceives of — have a transparent moral character. Less extreme positions border this epistemic rift, 
such as those taken by various European far-right parties. These parties declare CO2 ‘necessary for life’, 
ascribing it a positive moral character and ignoring the matter of its concentration.40 This same logic 
leads to the division of all biochemistry into ‘masculinizing’ and ‘feminizing’ components, as we discuss 
in the next chapter. 

The Trump and Bolsonaro governments have been widely criticized for their inaction on, or even 
acceleration of, environmental problems. But this is not quite true. In climate change responses it is 
conventional to distinguish between mitigation and adaptation. ‘Mitigation’ refers to ‘efforts to reduce 
or prevent emission of greenhouse gases’, whereas ‘adaptation’ means ‘adjustments in eco-logical, social, 
or economic systems in response to actual or expected climatic stimuli and their effects or impacts’.41 
Far-right governments who reject the need for, or the possibility of, mitigation nevertheless pursue 
adaptation (in the form of securitization) as a major part of their programmes. Trump denied climate 
change, yet proposed building a US-Mexico border wall, which (according to the US military’s own 
predictions) would be useful to stall future climate migration. Bolsonaro enhances the paramilitary 
powers of the police and installs military officers across his government. The trend appears across 
the global far right. Matteo Salvini, head of the far-right Lega, blocked migrant boats, their flight 
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often induced by climate change, from docking in Italy. India has built a barbed wire fence along the 
Bangladesh/India border to protect against environmental refugees, with thousands of armed guards.42 

In each case, a plausible response is made to climate change: not as a climatic phenomenon, but as 
a general social crisis requiring the imposition of an authoritarian state. The disease is denied and the 
symptoms (as they appear for the ruling class) are addressed. A self-terminating strategy, securitization 
might nevertheless be effective for the ruling class in the medium term. In this way, the US, Brazil, 
India, Australia and the EU already have their adaptation well underway. 

Bruno Latour argued recently that Trump’s withdrawal from the Paris Agreement shows that the 
American far right no longer thinks of itself as inhabiting the same earth as the rest of civilization.43 
But Latour’s image misses that it is precisely on this planet that the far right fight for power, a planet 
of populations subject to massively differentiated risk and uneven governance: not the planet stylized 
as our common home, a ‘pale blue dot’ seen from Voyager I, but the actual planet, stratified by barbed 
wire and watched by the border police from a drone. 


Non-denial denialism 
(or, acceptance in one form or another) 


Denialism is not the only force on the far right. Some have opted for various degrees of acceptance. 
Like denialism, this ‘acceptance’ is not one single thing. It can go in stages. The first stage of acceptance 
acknowledges something is wrong in the relation of humans to nature. But this accept-ance is still almost 
entirely indeterminate. The second lays the blame with individualized consumption, often conspic-uously 
commodified in the shape of consumer goods. The third stage entails a view of wider capitalist production 
that understands consumption not as individual greed but as a systemic effect of capitalism’s demand 
for growth. 

Even amongst the far-right ‘acceptors’, proposals for action, perspectives on the specific social and 
histori-cal processes involved and even the central mechanics (increasing levels of atmospheric carbon 
being the most basic) of climate change are sometimes at odds with other environmentalists. Few 
adequately address the problem of global climate change, perhaps because little of their politics addresses 
that scale at all. 

The European far-right party that has come closest to acceptance of climate change is France’s 
National Rally (RN), now closer to executive power than at any time in its history. In 2017, Marine Le 
Pen moved to broaden her electoral campaign through environmentalism.44 She argued for localizing 
production, as her denialist father and former RN leader had, but this time mentioned that it came with 
the added benefit of reducing emissions.45 More strikingly, she claimed (as her father also had), that it 
was essential to fully close France’s borders to migration. In the lead up to the European elections of 
2019, the link between ecology and migration became a focus of RN’s messaging: an RN spokesperson 
declared that, ‘The best ally of ecology is the border’. Le Pen echoed this sentiment, declaring someone 
‘rooted in their home is an ecologist’, whereas the ‘nomadic . . . do not care about the environ-ment’.46 
This arguably antisemitic framing of ‘rootlessness’ and indifference to nature was sourced from the 
writings of Hervé Juvin and the wider European New Right. 

The environmental turn had begun in earnest in 2014 with the launch of the New Ecology movement. 
From the outset, it emphasized traditional far-right touchstones of ‘family, nature and race’, a continu- 
ation of politics from the party’s founding in the 1970s.47 It assumes the distinct-ness and fundamental 
incompatibility of different groups of people. Most radically different of all, it claims, are the Muslims. 
To maintain this diversity of peoples, everyone must be kept apart. 

New Ecology rejected multilateral efforts on climate change, declaring the UNFCCC to be a ‘com- 
munist pro-ject’. It advocated for the withdrawal of France from the Paris Agreement.48 RN have voted 
in favour of having oil derived from Canadian tar sands as part of the EU fuel supply, yet opposes 
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land wind turbines as “sonic and aesthetic pollution'.49 Some forms of renewable energy production 
are supported, such as nuclear power, which confers both environmental benefits and contributes to 
national energy security. As researcher Lise Benoist has written, for this form of far-right ecologism, the 
‘ulti-mate enemy is “the liberal-libertarian ideology” from which ensues the “the delirious globalist ecol- 
ogy””. This delirious globalist ecology ‘destroys landscapes through the construction of wind turbines 
and solar farms’ and is ‘determined to blame Europeans in order to better “decon-struct” their identities 
and traditions’.50 

Elsewhere in Europe, Fidesz, the ruling party in Hungary, has had contradictory responses to climate 
change. It was the first EU party to ratify the Paris Climate Agreement and their MEPs have consistently 
supported climate action.51 But this stance on the international stage is not reflected domestically, 
where environmental protection has been weakened.52 Hungary has cut heavily the corporate tax rate, 
weakened labour laws severely and has caveated its commitments to both Paris and EU emission targets. 
Why? The need to protect automobile manufacturing powered by German capital. In 2018, Hungary’s 
foreign minister stated the country would, ‘never accept a proposal from Brussels that would hurt 
the German . . . auto industry’. Notably, Hungary does not extract significant fossil fuels; its lax 
implementation of climate regulations is largely an appeal to foreign capital.53 

Other far-right governments around the world have been no less mixed in their messages. Rodrigo 
Duterte of the Philippines, one of the most vulnerable countries in the world to climate change, declared 
his government would not honour its pledges under the Paris Agreement before insisting a mere week 
later that tackling climate change is his top priority.54 The tension between these two statements is 
nevertheless comprehensible as a single strategy: Duterte objects to the injustice of being forced to 
curtail the industrialization of the Philippines while richer countries continue to emit greenhouse gases. 
He has further attempted to bolster his ecological credentials by chastising Canada for dumping waste 
in the Philippines. However, all of this matters little when under his watch death squads have run 
rampant in the country, suppress-ing Indigenous environmentalist movements opposed to governmental 
land grabs. In 2018, the Philippines was the most dangerous place in the world to be a land defender: 
30 environmentalists were murdered. Since Duterte came to power, at least 119 have been killed.55 

Along the Indus river lie the territorial claims of three nuclear powers: China (through Tibet), India 
(through Kashmir) and Pakistan. The river is at once one of the most important in the world, particularly 
for Pakistan, whose breadbasket region it irrigates, and runs through one of the most heavily contested 
territories in the world. Important components of Hindu nationalist politics are intimately tied up with 
control of the river and the wider Kashmir region. A series of hydroelectric dams constructed on the 
Indus by India have been contested by Pakistan, who claim it would allow India to shut off the flow of 
the river Pakistan relies on to grow crops, a potentially devas-tating geopolitical weapon. It is not yet 
clear how exactly climate change will change its flow, but undoubtedly its variability will increase.56 
This could lead to dangerous volatility in the region. 

Into this complex situation steps Narendra Modi, Indian Prime Minister since 2014. Modi’s ruling 
Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) has positioned itself to defend the interests of Hindus at the expense 
of minorities. Modi’s reputation was cemented by the pogrom against Muslims in Gujarat in 2002, 
where the official count documents 790 Muslims and 254 Hindus died (the real numbers are probably 
much higher). Some have claimed that Modi ‘initiated, encouraged and condoned it’.57 The pogrom in 
Gujarat was followed by violence against minorities in Orissa in 2007 and 2008 and in Muzaffarnagar 
in 2013.58 What is the social function of these acts of violence? Anti-caste leader Dr. B.R. Ambedkar 
wrote in 1936 that ‘a caste has no feeling that it is affiliated to other castes except when there is a 
Hindu-Muslim riot’. Class conflict (and caste conflict) in India are suppressed through the unification 
of the disparate groups in anti-Muslim violence.59 

The second leader of the Rashtriya Swayamsevak Sangh (RSS), a large Hindu nationalist organization 
in India with close ties to the BJP, M.S. Golwalkar, who remains a major ideological touchstone for the 
group, argued that there were three enemies that imperil the Hindu nation: Muslims, Christians and 
Communists. These enemies are alike in one respect: ‘they threaten to disrupt the supposedly “natural” 
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unity and harmony of the Hindu race and Hindu civilization, which stretches back to time immemorial”. 
In 1939, he suggested that Nazi Germany was a good model for Hindu Nationalists to follow.60 Some of 
the places where the RSS’s vigilante ‘moral policing’ have been most prominent — such as ‘cow defenders’ 
who attack Muslims accused of eating or slaughtering cows, which is prohibited in Hinduism — concern 
the human relationship to a spirit-ualized nature.61 Indeed, the growing vigilante militancy of the RSS, 
combined with its mobilization around stark religious and ethnic divisions, makes the situation in India 
arguably the closest in form to classical fascism of all coun-tries of the contemporary period. 

If the RSS and BJP are committed to the construction of a Hindu state, perhaps we should see 
Modi’s environmen-tal politics as intertwined with this project. Modi’s report into Gujarat’s response 
to climate change, published when he was Chief Minister, opens with a discussion of the Rig Veda, 
the oldest of the canonical Hindu texts. Modi points out that the ‘Rig Veda... emphasized on the 
importance [sic] of Panch Tatvas (five elements), earth, air, water, solar energy, and sky.’ He goes on, 
“any disproportionate use of these energies will cause pollution and will promote selfishness, instincts of 
violence, jealousy — inimical to human development’.62 Elsewhere, Modi has called for ‘special attention 
to yoga amidst discussions about climate change’.63 Explaining climate change as a spiritual problem is 
not unique to Modi, but he is undoubtedly the most sig-nificant person to do so. How to understand these 
remarks? Jyoti Puri has argued that they ‘derived from established discourses of Hindu spiritualism that 
were produced in opposition to, and as a remedy for, Western materialism’.64 In 2014, newly Prime 
Minister, he bordered on outright denial: ‘Climate has not changed. We have changed. Our habits have 
changed . . . If we change, it [nature] is already ready to change. Humans should not struggle with 
the environment. Humans should love the environment. Be it water, air, plants.’65 Similarly, as late as 
2019, his envi-ronment minister denied that the devastating floods in the country were caused by climate 
change.66 Throughout Modi’s premiership, environmental regula-tions have been scrapped. Some 99.82 
per cent of industrial projects proposed in forests have been approved, up from 80 per cent.67 In the 
midst of the COVID-19 pandemic, the government released plans to exempt ‘coal mining, cement plants, 
chemical fertilizers, manufacturing of acids and pes-ticides’ as well as those ‘concerning national defence 
and security or other strategic considerations’ from public con-sultation.68 Pollution targets have been 
scrapped for power plants and, in the first half of 2016, sixteen new power plants went online without 
clean air technology installed.69 The Modi government has also cracked down on environ-mental NGOs, 
in late 2014 blocking the flow of overseas funds to Greenpeace India because of ‘anti-national’ activ- 
ities,70 and in 2020 targeting Indian Fridays for Future activists.71 It has pushed to further remove the 
protections put in place after the 1984 Bhopal disaster, in which thou-sands died and over half a million 
people were exposed to highly toxic chemicals.72 This rapid development at the cost of environmental 
destruction is not unconnected to Modi’s religious discourse: highways to pilgrimage sites have been 
driven through ecologically sensitive sites, in cases without compensation or consultation.73 

Defenders of Modi might argue that rapid development is essential to help people escape the ravages 
of poverty. It is a potent argument. But environmental regulations largely defend those living in poverty, 
and the BJP has also shredded deliberative aspects of the state, where they can be heard. Here, neoliberal 
marketization and deregulation, as well as the dedemocratization of the state, go hand in hand with 
religiously inflected reactionary nature politics, which understands protestors as ‘parasites’.74 

There have, nevertheless, been some moves to mitigate climate change. The measures outlined in 
Modi’s report from Gujarat are substantial. In 2014, Modi quintupled India’s target for solar energy 
production by 2022 and then in 2015, on the eve of the Paris climate summit, India indicated for the 
first time a willingness to commit to legally binding emissions targets.75 In 2015, Modi joined calls 
for a framework of ‘Climate Justice’. Even here, religious discourse is intertwined: the call came at a 
Hindu-Buddhist conference where Modi proposed that Hinduism and Buddhism (although not Islam) 
were united in their ecological sensitivity.76 In late 2020, India signalled its intention to intensify its 
mitigation efforts.77 

What might we expect in the future? Given India’s high risk of climate disruptions, the politics of 
adaptation are just as important as mitigation. There is a worrying possi-bility that the tendency towards 
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social unification around anti-Muslim violence and exclusion will intersect in the future with climate 
change disasters. It is in this context that the 2019 amendment to the citizenship law, which provided a 
pathway for refugees claiming religious perse-cution in Afghanistan, Pakistan and Bangladesh, but not 
for Muslims, becomes relevant: it might allow for future denials of the citizenship of Muslims who cannot 
prove their status, and make it difficult to access disaster aid.78 As Aranyo Aarjan writes, ‘should a 
Hindu nationalist gov-ernment which has shown a flagrant disregard for people's lives be in charge of 
the state of West Bengal, which has a sizeable impoverished Muslim population and shares a long border 
with the Muslim-majority Bangladesh, at a time when up to 18 million people will potentially be made 
into refugees by rising sea levels alone, the possible results are almost too bleak to consider.”79 


Environmental authoritarianism 


Interwar fascism mobilized frustration with the failures of democracy. The failings of the international 
order from the 1980s onwards in mitigating climate change might provide a formally similar justification 
for radical, unilateral action by others: geoengineering most of all, given its compar-atively low cost and 
its ability to transform the global environment from anywhere. This chapter has so far focused on 
those whose starting point is on the far right and subsequently confront the climate crisis. But the 
path in the opposite direction is also well-trodden: those already committed environmen-talists who 
confront the enormity of the climate crisis and turn to authoritarian means. Some have argued that 
the greatest threat of ‘eco-authoritarianism’ can be found in the positions of mainstream technocratic 
‘green capitalist’ environmentalists rather than amongst the far right.80 

Arguments for authoritarian modes of governance have, in the past, come from within environmen- 
tal movements. In the sometimes apocalyptic environmentalism of the 1970s, calls were made, most 
importantly by William Ophuls and Robert Heilbroner, for authoritarian regimes to solve the prob- 
lem.81 Garrett Hardin’s arguments about the tragedy of the commons and lifeboat ethics also remain 
important touchstones for this trend of ‘ecoauthoritarianism’, and they are arguably all the more potent 
today. Although he published before the neoliberal atrophying of mass democratic life, Hardin assumes 
that the different users of a common resource can only be related economistically. He assumes the 
destitution of the social sphere of demo-cratic negotiation and non-economic relationships before it had 
actually come about in practice. Tragically, through his call for the further privatization of the commons, 
he assisted the process which brought about its destitution.82 If his tragedy of the commons model has 
utility, it is mostly for understanding the tragedy of the enforcement of its own recommendations. 

There have been more recent calls for environmental authoritarianism. In 2015, Jorgen Randers, 
one of the authors of the 1972 Club of Rome report The Limits to Growth, proposed an ‘enlightened 
dictatorship’ in certain areas of policy to enact authoritarian measures that dem-ocratic electorates are 
unwilling to countenance. Randers cited ancient Rome and the Chinese Communist Party as examples of 
such an anti-democratic mechanism in prac-tice.83 In 2007, environmentalist David Shearman wrote of 
a need for an ‘authoritarianism of experts’ stating that ‘absolute liberty cannot be preferable to life’.84 
In his The Climate Challenge and the Failure of Democracy, he advo-cated for an ‘ecoelite’ empowered 
to circumvent corporate interests.85 

In truth, authoritarian governance does not equal effec-tive governance.86 Moreover, it has rarely in 
the past been anything other than profoundly destructive to the natural environment.87 In a well-known 
1978 article ‘Leviathan, the Open Society and the Crisis of Ecology’, David Orr and Stuart Hill refuted 
contemporary calls for an ‘eco-authoritarian’ state.88 Authoritarian states cannot be expanded to meet 
some particular goal without expanding all other functions of the state as well. If we understand the 
state as a confluence of competing bureaucratic interests, then simply expanding state power will also 
heighten those contradictory impulses. 

However, authoritarian states have changed since the late 1970s. Although certainly not far right 
in any conven-tional sense, it is in this context that China, viewed with fear and envy by the US and 
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European far right, becomes essential to consider.89 It plays two roles. First, it is a competitor nation 
for the US and Europe whose increasing standing seems to require a similarly escalatory response. The 
precise dynamics of this emerging so-called ‘New Cold War’ are, however, beyond the scope of this 
book. More directly important for us is China’s transformation in appearance: over the last decade, it 
has attempted to present itself as an exemplary nation in the fight against climate change. The term 
‘Ecological Civilization’ has been steadily incorporated into the official ideology of the state, making its 
way into the country’s constitution in 2018.90 In September 2020, Xi announced China would become 
carbon neutral by 2060 and called for a ‘green recovery’ in the aftermath of the COVID-19 pandemic.91 

What do these promises have to do with authoritarian-ism? The concept of ‘green control’, explicated 
by Yifei Li and Judith Shapiro, names the use of ‘technological surveillance tools’,92 used to implement 
environmental protection, ‘also being used to assert and consolidate the hand of the state over individual 
and social groups’.93 Not all this control is hi-tech: both mass campaigns and targeted crackdowns have 
long been a feature of Chinese governance, and their use has expanded to environmental measures. 

The issue of pollution, in particular, has resulted in spec-tacular crackdowns by provincial govern- 
ments unable, or unwilling, to differentiate between major and minor offenders. Smaller businesses have 
been harshly sanctioned while larger state-owned companies escape. This inconsist-ency of application 
at the local level nevertheless allows the central government to reaffirm its political legitimacy. Li and 
Shapiro argue that the multi-scalar nature of gov-ernance in China allows for the centre to step in, reim- 
pose the order that local government has failed to justly enforce, and then leave again, allowing it to 
position itself as an ‘impartial, uncorrupt environmental arbitrator in service to the Chinese people’.94 

Similar dynamics between layers of government have played out elsewhere. In a poverty-stricken 
agricultural county in Henan in 2019, local officials, scrambling to meet emissions targets continuously 
monitored by automated air quality sensors, gave an unusual command: no machine harvesting this year. 
Use your hands instead. Why? Blooms of chaff from the wheat threshing machines were trigger-ing the 
air monitoring system, and sending that data in real time back to the powerful Ministry of Ecology. 
The province would not meet its pollution targets. The harvest rotted. After irate farmers reported to 
journalists what had happened, officials for the province stepped in to denounce the local officials and 
the harvest resumed, too late to save the wheat.95 

However, not all such measures are instigated by the state. The government has reacted quickly 
to public pres-sure on issues that damage the legitimacy of Communist Party rule, most importantly 
pollution. This responsiveness is deeply unequal. Relatively quick to engage with citi-zen’s protests in 
affluent urban centres, it has neglected rural citizens.96 More extremely, nomadic peoples living in China 
have been forcibly settled under the pretext of environmental control. 

These geographical disparities affect the governance of environmental problems across the board. A 
significant part of China’s drive towards ‘Ecological Civilization’ is a switch from coal power, on which 
China remains heavily reliant, to renewable energy, particularly hydro-electric power. Such a switch does 
not come without a cost. Historically, large water infrastructure projects have entailed mass involuntary 
resettlement, although resettle-ment practices have improved.97 

The Belt and Road Initiative, a trillion-dollar communi-cations, transportation and energy network, 
has allowed China to displace some of its environmental problems by relocating carbon-emitting indus- 
tries from China to host countries98 while precipitating new ecological disasters in areas of significant 
importance for biodiversity in Asia, Europe and Africa.99 In poorer countries, environmental concerns 
have often been sidelined. 

What does the example of China teach us? That envi-ronmentalism can be pursued without sacrific- 
ing forms of authoritarian control. Indeed, environmentalism, even at the large scales the European and 
US far right have typically shied away from, can be a mode through which authoritarianism is extended, 
and complex national secu-rity objectives achieved. However, the environmentalism this authoritari- 
anism produces is characterized by super-ficiality, unevenness and, in some cases, the disingenuous 
displacement of carbon emissions, a process that China is on the receiving end of too. 
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But, the supporter of authoritarian action might object, faced with global climate systems break- 
down, these criti-cisms are all so much chatter. Does it work? Is there less greenhouse gas in the 
atmosphere than there would be otherwise? It remains to be seen how significantly China can cut its 
emissions. Early signs are mixed. In early 2021, for example, it announced its 14th Five Year Plan, which 
contained no clear plan for phasing out coal.100 Indeed, ‘dozens of [coal-fired] power plants currently 
are under construction or planned”. Despite plans to reach peak emissions by 2030, further cuts than are 
planned will be needed to reach carbon neutrality by 2060, although this problem also besets responses 
worldwide.101 

Comparative research indicates that democracies tend to lessen carbon emissions more effectively 
than authori-tarian states, when they are free of corruption.102 Might arguments for less democracy 
and more authoritarianism hold water in the West? Here we might return to Wendy Brown and, using 
her critique of neoliberalism, suggest that the problem climate change mitigation has so far faced has 
not been an excess of democracy, but rather democracy put in the cage of neoliberalism. Not an excess 
of democracy, but the slow atrophying of it to periodic elections for administrators of an unchangeable 
order.103 

Other paths to climate change mitigation run more compellingly not towards authoritarianism, 
but towards deliberative input from the public, and greater democrati-zation.104 These deliberative 
processes do not suffer from a lack of public knowledge, but actually construct it. One recent study found 
that “providing US citizens with the opportunity to engage in deliberation resulted in increased awareness 
regarding climate change and greater trust in science, technology, and international agreements’.105 

Nor are the outputs of deliberative democracy short-termist or unambitious. A recent French public 
deliberative process on climate change concluded with a highly ambi-tious plan to tackle climate change 
directly, which was subsequently watered down by the Macron government.106 Not the grotesque and 
short-sighted failure of an ignorant public, then, but the failure of a system still all too imper-vious to 
democratic control. 

We have seen the governmental far right responding to the challenge of climate change in differ- 
ent ways. Some, such as Bolsonaro and Trump, gleefully dismantle envi-ronmental legislation while 
deepening securitization. Some displace ‘green’ politics into matters of national culture and landscape, 
while dismissing much of the multilateral requirements of mitigation. Some moralize climate change, 
presenting care for the environment as a religiously differ-entiated capacity. And some, such as China, 
not directly connected to the far right, utilize forms of environmental authoritarianism to increase un- 
accountable power in ways that are increasingly tempting for those with authoritarian instincts, but 
which we argue do not present a viable path. Next, we examine the second part of the three-way split 
we identified above: far-right movements. We ask how ideas of nature in these movements are changing, 
and reckon with their capacity to grow into a widespread common-sense nature politics, as they would 
hope to. 
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3. Online far-right ecologism and far-right 
movements 


In mid-2020, one confused poster wrote on the image-board 8kun, the successor website to 8chan, 
where two self-described ‘ecofascist’ terrorists had posted their mani-festos: ‘Where the fuck did everyone 
go?” Came the reply: ‘The chans are dying anon . . . I suggest you train, pick up a book or begin to 
organize IRL [in real life] now. Just know that those of us who really understood what we had before 
it was destroyed will always miss you as well. We shared something unique.’1 

Although the whimpering online end of the entity known as the ‘alt-right’ — a large, broadly online 
far-right movement instrumental to the election of Trump — came in 2020, the movement had been in 
inexorable decline since late 2017, when a member of the alt-right murdered an anti-fascist protestor 
at a rally in Charlottesville. It had encountered various external limits: its collapsing utility to Trump, 
declining political novelty and the tightening of moderation policies on major internet platforms. To 
these it had responded chaotically, reflecting its pronounced ideological heterogeneity. Nevertheless, 
many aspects of it persist. Its declining importance for mass online politics should not be taken as a 
final goodbye, but more as a mutation into another form, the precise character of which has yet to be 
settled. 

Heterogeneity had been helpful to the alt-right. Its multi-facetedness had allowed it to absorb and 
deflect criticism: when it wasn’t using it as proof of its own cultural rele-vance, it could deflect criticism 
by pointing to some other contrasting facet. When it could maintain its extremely high velocity, internal 
ideological conflict hadn’t mattered so much — it was going so fast and seemed to many observ-ers so 
novel that it avoided the need to explain itself. 

However, the events of late 2017 and 2018 (during which it complicated its previously laudatory 
relationship with Trump) signalled a decline. Further complications and splits emerged through a series 
of events: the Christchurch mosque attack, the 2020 US election, and the rise of QAnon. The ‘metapo- 
litical’ currents of the alt-right dissolved into a multitude of distinct subcultures. An incomplete list 
of these splits reads as follows: Traditional Catholicism, neopaganism, ecofascism, fashwave, esoteric 
Hitlerism, SIEGE, flea, terrorwave, pine tree, trad masculinism, Pepe revivalists, antisemitic Bitcoin 
maximalism, conventional White Nationalism, racial Americanism, groyper army, and even the dregs 
of NRx.2 Each operated in its own cul-tural space. Each responded to the collapse of the alt-right by 
attempting to ground it in some other deeper project. 

For some, the core of the alt-right turned out to always have been a particular relation of whiteness 
to nature. Unlike the governmental far right, they don’t have to show how they would govern society, 
nor how they would reproduce capitalist social relations. They don’t have to explain how they would 
secure national security, govern energy systems or allocate scarce resources. Accordingly, their figurations 
of ‘nature’ are broader, encompassing disquisitions on masculinity, the wilderness, spiritual-ism, food, 
‘conspirituality’, neo-paganism, primitivism, a simplified and purified ‘metapolitics’, various forms of 
reactionary ‘drop out’ culture, modernity as such, the left’s failure to break with capitalism and their 
promise to do just that. Where nature is invoked, it is more often than not as a regulatory norm for 
how humans should behave rather than indicative of a sustained interest in the natural world. ‘Climate 
change’ is present as a generic apocalypse, the content of which turns out often to have a distinctly 
racial character: the apocalypse as the end of racial history, as the slow degradation of racial potency 
and purity by capitalist ‘excess’. 
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These movements as a whole might be understood as a reaction to facets of ‘neoliberal environmen- 
talism’. Neoliberalism has entailed the destruction of workers’ organizations across the Global North 
and the atrophying of mass associational politics more generally. The move-mentist far right thus re- 
sponds chiefly not to an imminent communist threat (as it believed it did in the 1920s and 1930s) but to 
the more steady march of social liberalization (support for which has spread across swathes of economic 
and political life). Neoliberal environmentalism entails the individualization of responsibility: buying a 
Tesla, offset-ting your holiday by planting some trees, eating at a locally sourced restaurant and so on.3 
The attempt to break out of these trivialities has spurred the actions of some small far-right groups in 
the ‘identitarian’ tradition. 

Identitarian youth movements have been linked directly to some of the mainstream parties discussed 
above, as well as to the terrorists in the following chapter.4 Their politics venerates youth (a common 
refrain declares a ‘war on the baby boomers’) and blames past generations for ecological crises. In 
this generational framing, ecological degradation crisis fits snugly with the overriding concern of identi- 
tarians, the supposed ‘extinction’ of white Europeans. In both, the blame lies with preceding generations 
who have passed down their apocalyptic sins for the youth to suffer: a deracinated people, a scarred and 
exploited landscape, and perhaps most importantly, a slobbish, all-too-comfortable generation of men. 

The now-defunct American Identity Movement (AIM), summarized its environmentalism in one of its 
sticker campaigns: ‘Plant more trees, save the seas, deport refu-gees’. Whereas alt-right leader Richard 
Spencer’s Alt-Right Manifesto had hedged in 2017 on the ‘climate contro-versy’,5 AIM and groups like 
them were freer to express more direct environmental commitments as the alt-right dissolved. 

Politically similar to identitarianism, but outside its formal alliances, lies CasaPound Italia (CPI). 
The group draws eclectically on political, tactical and aesthetic tra-ditions outside the far right (most 
notably setting up a network of squatted social centres) to expand its influ-ence.6 Environmentalism 
is expressed most clearly through CPI’s La Foresta Che Avanza (The Advancing Forest) which incor- 
porates a tree-planting programme. This event is timed yearly for the ‘Festival of the Tree’, originally 
spearheaded by Mussolini’s brother. It fetishizes native plant life supposedly under threat from invasive 
alien spe-cies, a construction reflected in CPI’s extreme anti-migrant politics.7 

Golden Dawn, once the most powerful far-right street movement in Europe, is now largely defunct, 
declared a criminal organization by the Greek courts, and its leader-ship imprisoned or in hiding. Dis- 
tinguishable from much of the European far right by its open pro-violence stance, it patrolled areas 
where migrants lived, intervened as ‘racial vigilantes’ and was connected to attacks on immigrants and 
political enemies. Violence gave the party its coher-ence and identity.8 

Like CPI, Golden Dawn’s Green Wing tied the envi-ronment to race: ‘Our love for nature is different 
than theirs [the left]: The environment is the cradle of our Race, it mirrors our culture and civilization, 
making it our duty to protect it.’ Landscape became a proxy for Greek civilization and Greekness. When 
Greece was struck by forest fires, Green Wing organized volunteer firefighters and promoted reforestation. 
Such campaigns sought to ‘restore the harmony between the Greeks and the nature [sic]’. GMO crops 
are despised. Green Wing objected to ‘the replacement of many local productive plants by mutated seeds 
[from] Monsanto and other multinationals’. These crops, they argued, would cause ‘the extinction of the 
indigenous wildlife’ and ‘lead to the eradication of any chance we have to achieve national independence 
and nutritional autarchy’.9 Monsanto entailed an insupport-able dependency on something beyond the 
nation state. Issues of energy and resource extraction were also framed as national concerns. Golden 
Dawn rejected renewable energy and instead proposed the nationalization and expansion of fossil fuel 
extraction, with the profits saved for ethnic Greeks.10 But Green Wing was also more radical than most 
other groups. Amongst littering campaigns and fighting forest fires was a partially-developed Greeks- 
only blood bank programme,11 reminiscent of the arbitrary racial distinctions made in the Nazi’s blood 
programme.12 The ‘environmental’ focus of these two organizations is rarely on climate change but 
instead on local issues: inva-sive species, animal rights, littering, pollution, landscape protection and 
so on.13 Nature politics here is thus a com-bination of metaphysical unity (CPI and Green Wing 
both assert the integrity of people and land) and highly specific and well-known components of nature. 
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Spiritual unity with the land is expressed through defending symbolic aspects of the local ecology, 
often starting with national food culture and charismatic megafauna. Environmentalism is present, but 
subordinated to the primary political messag-ing: anti-leftism, anti-liberalism, the hatred of migrants 
and the preservation of ‘race’. 

Quite another tendency, deploying similar ideas, has appeared in the US. In November 2020, Mike 
Peinovich, host of the podcast ‘The Daily Shoah’, founded the National Justice Party (NJP). ‘Third 
Positionist’ in strat-egy, the party attempted to appeal to disillusioned leftists. Its programme declares: 
‘The state must act as the steward of the environment. Industrial and economic needs will be balanced 
with quality of life and the preservation of natural beauty . . . religious slaughter and other inhumane 
treatment of animals will be banned.’14 Such a mix of positions is meant to resolve the contradictions 
between competing interest groups that Third Positionism attempts to appeal to: blue-collar workers, 
racists, ‘environmental patriots’ and disaffected leftists. 

Even more explicitly aimed at the left was the speech given by Warren Balogh, one of the other 
chairmen of the party. He rejected the ‘marketing slogan’ of action on carbon emissions, suggesting that 
‘pollution, deforest-ation, habitat degradation, overexploitation, or urban sprawl’, had been deliberately 


sidelined. He called for ‘those environmentalists . . . who know that globalization is the problem’ to 
give up on their ‘fake democratic social-ism’. What other form of socialism was Balogh proposing? 
His description of a ‘corpulent [fat] neoliberal Jew . . . with a very high squeaky voice’ advocating for 


increased immigration and of Kamala Harris as ‘a creature of Jew finance’ might give us some clues: 
Balogh was proposing National Socialism.15 

In the UK, another connection to land and nature has been asserted. On 9 August 2020, coincid- 
ing with the UN’s Indigenous People’s Day, a series of banner drops were organized across nationally 
significant locations in the UK by Patriotic Alternative (PA), a new political party positioning itself 
as a successor to the British National Party (BNP). The banners declared ‘White Lives Matter’. PA’s 
point was clear: white Britons were the ‘indigenous’ people of the British Isles and, under the same 
threats as indigenous peoples elsewhere, and thus due the same protections.16 The same language of 
indigeneity had previ-ously been used by Nick Griffin, then leader of the BNP, on his appearance on 
the BBC’s flagship current affairs panel show, Question Time, in 2009: ‘No one [would] dare . . . go 
to North America and say to an American Red Indian [sic] “what do you mean indigenous?” We're 
all the same’. Appropriating indigeneity discourse is not limited to the UK. The figure of the ‘Native 
American’, confined to their reservation, has been used across the European far right, including by La 
Lega, Alternative fiir Deutschland (AfD) and the Swiss Democrats, to warn of the fate of White Eu- 
ropeans if non-white immigration is not halted.17 This indigeneity discourse is a rhetorical tool rather 
than a commitment to indigenous rights writ large. And for the European far right, the label is badly 
misapplied. ‘Indigeneity’ is a political category which depends on a power imbalance with a colonizing 
power. It is not simply the term for occupying a particular piece of land.18 In truth, as with those 
right-environmentalists discussed earlier, the wealth that the far right equates with their advantageous 
racial character is itself a product of the suppression and destruction of indigenous and colonized peoples 
worldwide. 

These projects — Generation Identity, CasaPound Italia, Golden Dawn’s Green Wing, the National 
Justice Party, Patriotic Alternative — are spaces of comparative coher-ence in the wider far right’s 
articulation of nature. Yet each project tells of the distinct inadequacy of the national scale when 
addressing environmental issues. The local-ized destruction of particular environments is treated as a 
scandalous affront to natural limits, while the structural condition of carbon emissions goes largely 
unremarked, or even vociferously defended. 

There is one important exception: the youth wing of the Alternative fiir Deutschland (Junge Alter- 
native fiir Deutschland, or JA). The group has extremist tendencies, even for the AfD, and the party 
leadership has considered dissolving it.19 While the older AfD has been one of the most consistently 
denialist groups on the far right (it has claimed that Greta Thunberg is merely the ‘face of [a] covert, 
pre-planned public relations campaign run by the international left”),20 the JA have shown more willing- 
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ness to accept the reality of climate change, demanding the party change course on climate change after 
a poor showing in the European Parliament elections.21 The inter-vention did not succeed. The wider 
party continued to be denialist. These groups are limited in scale. But even these groups have more 
of a relation to concrete environment-making practices than do the following subcultures, which act 
as ‘laboratories’ for forms of reactionary nature politics. Developed away from popular attention, such 
conceptions of nature nevertheless have the capacity to develop into important viable subcultures with 
widespread impact. Though small now, we suggest that we will retrospectively realize how important 
the configuration of ‘nature’ in the nebulous, ill-defined spaces of the online far right is. 

Ted ‘Unabomber’ Kaczynski memes are shared as cornerstones of a worldview. In networks of Tele- 
gram channels (an instant messaging app popular on the far right), self-described ‘ecofascists’ prepare 
for race war and the collapse of society. Far-right intellectuals trying to play the long game of metapol- 
itics end up arguing for an increase in child mortality. Self-appointed shamans practice energy healing 
and campaign for the overthrow of the deep state. And disaffected men band together in hierarchical 
‘wolf packs’ to venerate their ancestors and drop out of society. Is a distinct ideology of nature identifi- 
able in the online far right? Such memetic chaos defies easy summarization but it consistently combines 
refusal of a world they see as beset by degeneracy, race mixing and consumerism with exhortations to 
brutally enforce traditional gender roles and strive for racial honour, purity and purpose. Sometimes, 
this means dropping out. 

In Harassment Architecture, a book heavily promoted on ‘ecofascist’ Telegram channels, the author, 
Mike Ma, urges his readers to adventurism: ‘Quit your job and sit in the sun every day. Quit your job 
and run away into the woods forever. Quit your job and shoot a politician.’22 But it’s not so easy to 
break with normality: ‘I’m aware that by the time I’ve driven out to a sizable piece of land with all 
the necessary tools to survive that Pll lose the ambition to follow that feeling.’23 The response to this 
incoherence? Further radicalization. But it is not the radicalism of these arguments that should give 
us pause so much as their strangely incoherent juxtapositions of disparate parts. One meme posted 
on a now-deleted ‘ecofascist’ Telegram channel depicted an AK-47-armed man silhouetted against the 
neo-Nazi ‘black sun’ symbol and urged its viewers to ‘fight the System’. The proposed methods? ‘Eating 
less fast food’ and ‘recycling’. The nature politics that emerges from this wing of the far right is still, 
as we hope to show, fundamentally inadequate for thinking about our future, or ever engaging with 
climate change at a sufficient scale. It is both repugnant and trivial, although its danger is that neither 
will limit its spread. 

As environmentalism has become more popular gener-ally and therefore heterogeneous, this complex- 
ity has been used by some on the far right to produce rifts of uncer-tainty within environmentalism more 
broadly. In one such case, pairs of stickers, widely disseminated throughout the UK by the Hundred 
Handers organization, grotesquely misrepresented the politics of Extinction Rebellion (XR) as punitive 
and masochistic: ‘Live in a shed/Give your house to an African’, read the first. The other, seemingly 
in response, read ‘Sink the boats/Save the world’, equat-ing the murder of migrants with the fight 
against climate change. Whether ‘the world’ was to be understood as the exclusively white lifeworld of 
an imagined UK or the global climate overburdened with CO2 was perhaps unclear: the danger perhaps 
lies in the conflation of the two. 

Others pretended to be XR chapters on Twitter, posting in the first wave of the COVID-19 pandemic 
that ‘Corona is the cure. Humans are the disease!’24 Other groups, for example Local Matters in the 
UK, have attempted to gain metapolitical traction by posing as inoffensive environ-mental organizations. 
Formed by former members of the far-right Generation Identity UK, their purported ideology — their 
asininely stated ‘Localism’ — combines ethnonationalism with calls for better public transport.25 

Perhaps aware of this general disconnection between rhetoric and programme, Richard Spencer, one 
of the most important figures in the alt-right, has called for the far right to develop an avatar-politics 
around the climate, utilizing a single charismatic figurehead (a kind of right-wing Greta Thunberg) to 
express the alt-right’s ‘naturalist’ politics.26 He, too, thinks there is a ‘crisis in the natural world’, but 
is less concerned with how it might be articulated — as climate change or — more ‘poetically’ — as the 
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critique of pervasive ‘ugliness’. Unconcerned with specifics, he never-theless remains confident: ‘only we 
[the alt-right] can solve this problem’.27 But the existent far right already has many prominent voices 
on nature politics, if not climate change. Their articulations of nature are many and varied, but circle 
almost without fail around the figure of the individ-ual man. This masculinist turn integrates scepticism 
about modernity, veneration of a Nietzschean will-to-power and self-help literature. 

Bronze Age Pervert (BAP) is one of the most distinctive voices in far-right politics. His book Bronze 
Age Mindset is a Nietzschean exhortation to action, which celebrates the supposedly daring and excep- 
tional, an exception-ality rooted in a quasi-spiritual biological superiority. Condemning Darwinism as 
‘bug-thought’, BAP invokes the Ancient Greek idea of Nemesis: ‘In nature there is irrepressible force . . 
. Its destruction of the feeble designs of reason, the pointless words of man — this is beautiful.’28 Such 
romantic anti-rationalism is redolent of interwar fas-cist propaganda. Again and again BAP attempts 
to distil transhistorical glory from violence. Robert Denard, a mer-cenary and coup-leader BAP char- 
acterizes as ‘defending whatever residues of civilization remained in Africa after decolonization’, and 
the mercenary Mad Mike Hoare, are celebrated as latter-day incarnations of the spirit of the Spartan 
general Brasidas.29 In truth, mercenaries such as these were funded by ‘colonial interests who wanted 
to remain influential in their old stomping grounds’;30 not romantic ‘pirates’ outside of the empire, but 
enforcers of its brutal frontier logic. 

Elsewhere, BAP declares that ‘the “liberation” of women makes democracy into a terminal disease . . 
. one that doesn’t just end a particular government, but the civi-lization.’31 His most important figure — 
the ‘bugman’, who is ‘motivated by a titanic hatred of the well-turned-out and beautiful’ — comes in for 
the sharpest criticism when his despoliation of the environment is connected to a pan-oply of modern 
degeneracies: ‘The bugman seeks to bury beauty under a morass of ubiquitous ugliness and garbage. 

... The waters are polluted with birth control pills and mind-bending drugs emitted by obese high- 
fructose-corn-syrup-guzzling beasts.’ Such disgusting visions of the world confer on a chosen few (those 
who wield the power of ‘Nemesis’) the right to fight against this tide of mediocre ugliness. It is also 
a moment, apparent across the right, in which consumption itself (feminized in the form of the ‘birth 
control pills’) is seen as luring one into obedience. The opposite of this feminized figure of compulsive 
con-sumption is the ‘cottagecore tradwife’, whose modesty and contentedness repudiates all modern 
excess. Moments later, the hatred is for migrants: ‘dwarf-like zombies are imported for slave labor and 
political agitation from the fly-swept latrines of the world’.32 His book is perhaps the most significant 
in the online subcultures of the far right, supported by a viral marketing campaign of anonymized 
bodybuilders reading it in public. From there, BAP’s words found their way, reportedly, to prominent 
advisors in the Trump White House.33 

Naturalized masculinism also comes in the spate of far-right fighting clubs, both in the UK and 
US,34 and the “ecofascist bare-knuckle fighting’ popular on Telegram. 

However, assertions of virility sui generis are ultimately, and conspicuously, shallow. The body is 
involved in an exchange with the outside. And it is the control of this exchange around which many 
of the most conspiratorial aspects of far-right nature politics flow. Across the breadth of the post-alt- 
right, the same idea is repeated: nature makes our bodies; degenerate nature makes degenerate people. 
Here, the concept of nature expands to include flows of molecules. Two online tributary cultures to the 
contemporary far right — incels and bodybuilding culture35 

— mix crude biology, diet advice (36 eggs and two multi-vitamins a day), and sometimes dangerous 
surgery in the pursuit of the perfect masculine body. Wider conspiracy culture also plays on anxieties 
about masculinity and the control of one’s chemical intake: Alex Jones, host of the globally popular 
InfoWars show, makes much of his money through the sale of ‘uniquely pure’ dietary supplements.36 
Bodybuilding and conspiracy culture’s concern for perfec-tion and purity become, on the far right, a 
disgust for all that is impure. 

Masculinity becomes intimately related to the politics of the consumption of nature. The ‘soyboy’ 
is a figure of derision, whose consumption of soy and its attendant ‘xenoestrogens’ leads them to enjoy 
contemporary com-modities and thus effeminizes them. It is perhaps fitting that soybeans are neoliber- 
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alism's ‘growth crop’.37 The idea here, exactly because of its triviality, is more radical: the idea that 
the government wants to control you is a less radical conspiracy than that people enjoy eating soy. 
The former only requires that you oppose the government; the latter implies the whole social fabric is 
degenerate.38 This aversion to uncontrolled chemical flows is redolent of the anxieties of the Freikorps 
detailed by Klaus Theweleit in Male Fantasies.39 

However, consumption is played both ways. Where left-environmentalists might advocate vegetari- 
anism or veganism, for some on the far right, eating meat is a symbol of potency, of communion with 
nature. Mike Ma again: ‘I see God in raw meat. I see God in rare meat’.40 Or, more ridiculously, 
one viral stunt saw white nationalists quaff huge quantities of milk to prove their genetic right to the 
cattle-grazing lands of Europe and America.41 

The complex interactions of real molecules and their involvements with power42 are reduced to two 
functions: virilization and emasculation. This binary is reflected in the well-worn internet parlance of 
‘alpha and beta’, ‘virgin and chad’. This simplicity does not assuage anxiety but seems to deepen it. 
Because degeneracy is such an unclear and changeable category and homosocial violence is so common 
in these spaces, only the most consistently maintained hyper-masculine stance will suffice as a defence 
against the accusation of degeneracy. 

One systematization of far-right theories of the left is ‘bioleninism’. Those that the left appeals to 
today are a bio-logical underclass: ‘Women. Homosexuals. Transexuals. Muslims. Blacks. There’s even 
movements propping up disabled and fat people.’43 What we learn from these is that the left has become, 
in the eyes of the far right, not a political movement, but a biological one. Similarly, BAP approvingly 
praises Mad Mike Hoare for understanding ‘communism for what it was: the infestation of vermin he 
was tasked to exterminate, a biological event, not an ideological, political, or historical one’.44 

Purity and fear of impurity are also two of the major aesthetic themes of the burgeoning movement 
called ‘conspiratualism’ (a portmanteau of ‘conspiracy’ and ‘spiritualism’), the most important part of 
which is QAnon. These movements have two core convictions: ‘(1) a secret group covertly controls, or 
is trying to control, the polit-ical and social order, and (2) humanity is undergoing a “paradigm shift” 
in consciousness.’45 These conspiritualist beliefs in and of themselves are not far right. However, the 
political indeterminacy of such claims leaves them open to such appropriations, not least antisemitic 
ones. Some have suggested that any ‘articulation of current conspiracy theories is to evoke political 
positions on the extreme right, wittingly or not’.46 Certainly the integration of QAnon into the wider 
far right has been accelerating even as the movement differentiates into distinct parts, more or less 
concerned with spiritual purity. 

With the same religious drive, but a greater explicitness in its connection to the far right is a 
particular strand in neo-paganism. A (relatively) recent construction, neo-paganism provides for its 
far-right adherents a belief system free from the influence of the ‘Abrahamic’ (read ‘Jewish’) religions. 
For American white nationalists, living in a land where they can claim no long history, paganism allows 
a deep connection to the land to be asserted. ‘Vinland’, the name Viking explorers gave to the part 
of North America on which they landed, features prominently in North American white nationalist 
paganism.47 

Neo-paganism has spawned ‘back to the land’ racial communes. ‘How much more useful it would 
be’, Jost Turner, the founder of one such commune, wrote of the wider far right, ‘to put their energy 
into hewing them-selves a homestead, and ultimately an Aryan community 

... Why not take up the old hippy slogan to “drop out”, and begin by destroying this anti-white 
system by non-participation?’ Here, nature becomes a refuge from the vagaries of degenerate modernity. 
For Wyatt Kaldenberg, an editor of the newspaper Pagan Revival and contribu-tor to White Aryan 
Resistance, nature was, conversely, hostile to the white race. Christianity, which he charac-terized as 
an alien religion, had alienated the white race from its own gods and introduced demobilizing ideas of 
pacifism and non-aggression.48 To recover their compact with nature, white people had, he suggested, 
to become pagans. 
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Less radical than these pagan visions, but also in stark and forceful opposition to the debt-sustained 
‘disciplinary hedonism’ of mass commodity consumption, some on the far right attempt to enter into 
other past utopias, most fre-quently postwar America. In truth, this was a moment of the massive 
expansion of consumerism.49 In these images of the past, however, social change is almost always pre- 
sented as exogenous: it is never the product of internal contradictoriness or tension. 

These attempts to ‘return’ have even inflected con-temporary overpopulation discourse, which has 
moved broadly from the problem of ‘too little civilization’ to too much’. Even after the apocalyptic 
pronouncements of 1970s neo-Malthusianism did not come to pass, the idea of overpopulation persisted. 
We might suggest that the new forms of overpopulation discourse are stimulated either by the wish to 
contain life or by an assertion of scarcity as an ontological principle. Stronger still: as a principle of 
justice. There should be scarcity, some neo-Malthusians of the far right seemingly say. In conversation 
with Richard Spencer, the writer Edward Dutton claimed that the his-toric drop in infant mortality 
over the last few hundred years has reduced the effectiveness of environmental selec-tion. According 
to Dutton, reducing infant mortality leads to higher ‘mutational load’, which he reports can cause 
such horrors as atheism, left-handedness and left-wing politics.50 In response, Dutton argues for the 
reimposition of ‘Darwinian conditions’ of 50 per cent child mortality. What he proposes is appalling but 
it also evidences a poor grasp of evolutionary theory. Humans live in all different kinds of environments. 
Some in cities, some in rainforests, some in tundra. No one of these is — or can be — uniquely or specifically 
‘Darwinian’.51 

Dutton’s work, whatever its peculiarity, fits within a broader shift in population discourse from ‘too 
little civilization’ to ‘too much’.52 In contemporary transfor-mations of limit-discourse more generally, 
‘consumption and not population per se. . . is foregrounded . . . shifting the concern of governance from 
managing savage life and its tendency to overpopulation, to managing life in general’.53 

What explains this attachment to scarcity? Perhaps here the far right is not so far from neoliberalism. 
As Andrew Ross wrote already in 1996, 

for more than two decades now, public consciousness has sustained complex assumptions about both 
kinds of scar-city. In that same period of time, however, neo-liberalism’s austerity regime has ushered in 
what can only be described as a pro-scarcity climate, distinguished, economically, by deep concessions 
and cutbacks and, politically, by the roll-back of ‘excessive’ rights. As a result, the new concerns about 
natural scarcity have been parallelled, every step of the way, by a brutal imposition of social scarcity.54 
Here as well, the far right acts to exemplify the tendencies of neoliberalism, not contradict them. 

If civilization has become too much, then how should we respond? In Jack Donovan’s fantasy of 
a group of men poised on the edge of survival,55 in Edward Dutton’s call for reinstating ‘Darwinian 
conditions’, and in the Greenline Front’s call for ‘the deification of Nature, which has been lost due to 
semitization [becoming more Jewish] of [the] inner world of the Europeans’,56 natural conditions are 
repeatedly presented as something that modernity has obscured. In each example, we find the tension 
between a natural irrepressible eternal truth and the desperate need to act in a radical fashion to recover 
it that animates far-right nature politics. Sometimes, cyclical notions of historical time, in which the 
present is the fallen moment before the resurrection of the Golden Age, are deployed to explain such 
inconsistencies.57 

We might even suggest that these beliefs amount to prim-itivism.58 Variants of political primitivism 
typically invert negative aspects of the society their proponents live in. Contemporary society is an 
immensely complex and multi-faceted phenomenon and, accordingly, contemporary primitivism’s in- 
versions of it are diverse. Some propo-nents, such as John Zerzan, invert our hyper-technological and 
unequal society into utopian hunter-gatherer societies, technologically simple and ostensibly extremely 
equal.59 Right-wing proponents invert modernity’s cultural diver-sity and global infrastructure into 
ethnically homogeneous agrarian communities structured around deeply felt cus-toms, hierarchical re- 
lationships, integrity of life with the land, and fiercely and physically defended private prop-erty. The 
Bronze Age Pervert’s central concept is ‘owned space’, an idea that overlays the notion of a physically 
commanded space of ethnic identity onto the libertarian primacy of property rights. 
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Is primitivism a kind of nihilism? Brown has argued compellingly that neoliberal subject construction 
lays the groundwork for the nihilism pervasive on the contemporary right.60 On the far right, the 
transformation moves one step further from nihilism into absolute conspiratorial affirmation. However, 
in a world systematized by huge and distinctly ‘impure’ historical forces such as capitalism, what can be 
affirmed unproblematically by those concerned with purity is a minuscule slice of existence: everything 
else — namely, almost all of civilization — must be destroyed or abandoned for the purpose of the 
preservation of this absolute pure single thing. 

Such far-right primitivists don’t view climate change as a particular event in the history of the 
environment or in the history of capitalism, but as a consequence of a far broader problem: ‘industrial 
society’ in the terminology of Ted Kaczynski, or even everything inside ‘agricultural society’. The politics 
becomes fatalistic: all that is left is an escape to the woods, but even that will likely fail. 

This feeling of enclosure, of the breakdown of possibility, is also expressed in the forms of far-right 
nature politics which kill people. The alt-right, lacking formal organization, both encouraged violence 
and was unable to prevent it when it began to threaten its very existence. It is this proliferation of 
far-right terrorists, invoking in some cases the ideas of far-right nature politics, to which we turn now. 
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4. Deadly ecofascist violence 


On 15 March 2019, a gunman entered the Al Noor Mosque in Christchurch, New Zealand, and shot 
42 people dead. Six minutes later, he got back into his car and drove to the Linwood Islamic Centre, 
where Abdul Aziz Wahabzada, a worshipper at Friday prayers, made a heroic attempt to confront 
and distract the attacker. By the end of the bloodshed the gunman had killed 51 people, all Muslim, 
torn apart innumerable lives and his manifesto had spread across the internet. He called himself an 
“ecofascist?. 

In the manifesto, many of the trends we have mapped in the previous chapters crystallize: the 
intensely con-spiratorial aspects of far-right thinking; the potent mix of islamophobia and anti- 
semitism; a fanatical attention to racial purity; the need to respond with overwhelming violence; a 
neo-Malthusianism in the form of fantasies of ‘racial replacement’ as a fundamental ecological issue; 
and a bloodthirsty fanaticism. 

Despite its virality, the manifesto was not intended to appeal to a large audience. The shooter 
mentions the need to gather a young audience with ‘edgy humour and memes’. The text is riddled with 
internet jokes and niche far-right references and is composed as a mish-mash of polemical theses, Q&As, 
poetry and exhortation to action. References to previous far-right terrorists reveal its inten-tion: to spur 
others to similar acts. In this it succeeded. 

In August of the same year, another gunman walked into a Walmart in El Paso, US, and killed 23 
people, mostly Latino or Latina. He too called himself an ‘ecofascist’, and placed himself in the lineage 
of previous mass killers. What's most astonishing about the El Paso shooter’s man-ifesto is the lack of 
ideological justification. Between the surprisingly measured critique of immigration policy — it has the 
tone of a somewhat unengaged high-school paper — and the act of shooting people of colour randomly 
in a Walmart lies a gulf of justification. 

Part of an attempted bridge — however incomplete it must remain — must be the extreme sense of 
political impossibility that had seemingly motivated both shooters. Both had ‘taken the black pill’, an 
extension of the ‘red pill/blue pill’ logic first found in the Wachowskis’ film The Matrix. The blue pill 
takes you back to the regular world, the red pill allows you to see the reality behind appearances (on 
the far right, the reality and centrality of race), but the black pill is something beyond these two. It 
not only inverts reality; it affirms that there is no solution in mainstream politics. Other means must 
be sought. 

The most arresting moment in the Christchurch shooter’s manifesto comes not in its discussion of the 
environment but in the repeated opening declaration: ‘It’s the birth rates’. ‘Demographic change’ is the 
apocalypse-to-come, not climate change. The argument goes like this: birth rates among white people 
in countries in the Global North are declining. Meanwhile, birth rates among migrant populations are 
higher. The shooter extrapolated directly from these two trends to argue that the white populations of 
the world are destined to become extinct, ignoring important demographic trends like the tendency of 
birth rates to decline after migration to wealthier countries. 

This racial population thinking is not specific to the blackpilled. The conspiracy theory it stems 
from is called ‘The Great Replacement’, which was the title of the Christchurch shooter’s manifesto. 
It has many iterations — with or without antisemitic elements, with a variety of different ‘replacing’ 
populations, as well as a variety of different proposed solutions. Antisemitic versions of the theory 
believe that the ‘replacement’ is being orchestrated by Jews. Others believe that the Jews are one of 
the groups being replaced, along with other Europeans, by Arabs.1 This variety enables it to function 
as a common underlying conspiracy theory, accepted with slight variations, for much of the far right. 
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Proponents of the ‘Great Replacement’ often imagine non-whites as strongly ethnocentric, even 
capable of operating as a single, unified bloc. Sometimes, this is presented as an alliance of everyone 
else against white people, or just one particular group (in Europe, this is typically Muslims). It is this 
supposed capacity for highly coordinated collective action that produces the most intense fever dreams 
of the far right. When they become the majority, some versions of the conspiracy claim, non-white people 
will start to use their majority status to deny white people the right to vote, or even to intern them in 
concentration camps. One needn’t be a psychoanalyst to suggest that such fantasies of aggression are 
the far right's own intentions, projected. 

What constitutes the category of ‘white’ in this conspiracy? There is no single definition, but two 
examples from the history of such classifications importantly give very different pictures. Purists tend 
to adopt the “one-drop rule”, which makes whiteness both fragile and irrecoverable. Other classificatory 
systems for whiteness, such as Apartheid South Africa's, which conferred whiteness onto people if 
they were either physically ‘obviously white’ or socially understood as white, yield very different demo- 
graphic predictions. These different classification systems speak to different forms of racism: biological 
and degenera-tive in the former (whiteness can only decline) and mutable and social in the latter. Such 
definitions are arbitrary: in the past, neither the Italian nor the Irish were regarded as white, and the 
classification of Polish people still remains contested for parts of the far right.2 

Inflecting the ‘Great Replacement’ conspiracy with fears of natural extinction, the short-lived far- 
right group Greenline Front described its politics as ‘not only for the preservation of all kinds of animals 
and plants, but also against the extinction of the White Man!’3 Nor is the fear of racial or group 
extinction confined to any one part of the far right: Neoreactionaries, very different beasts indeed, have 
argued that cities, particularly city states like Singapore, may be productive in the short term, but in 
the long run function as ‘IQ-shredders’. Misreading the higher IQ of urban populations as a biological 
fact rather than understanding it as related to the process of urbanization, they argue that urban 
populations’ lower fertility rates are ultimately dysgenic.4 

If its main fixation was on demographic change, what then is the environmentalist content of the 
Christchurch shooter’s ‘ecofascist’ manifesto? The question is directly asked and answered in the Q&A 
portion of the manifesto: ‘Europeans’, he writes, ‘are one of the groups that are not overpopulating the 
world. The invaders are the ones overpopulating the world. Kill the invaders, kill the over-population 
and by doing so save the environment.’ The shooter did not follow the recent move in overpopulation 
discourse from ‘too little civilization’ to ‘too much’: this is not an overpopulation argument considering 
the envi-ronmental impact of actual resource use (which would be substantially more for rich Western- 
ers than most others), but one concerned with the absolute numbers of those the far right considers 
‘invaders’. Later in the manifesto, immigration is equated with environmental warfare. In a section enti- 
tled ‘Green Nationalism Is the Only True Nationalism’, he writes, alongside an assertion of the intimate 
connections between land and people: ‘continued immigration into Europe is environmental warfare 
and ultimately destructive to nature itself’. These intimate connections between land and people and 
the fixation on the destruction that immigration entails are conflated with climate change. In response 
to the question ‘Why focus on immigration and birth rates when climate change is such a huge issue?’, 
he writes ‘Because they are the same issue’, before returning to his theme of overpopulation. 

Climate change and ‘replacement’ are also unified through their shared sense of catastrophic non- 
localizable crisis. Both require an immediate response: in response to a self-posed question, ‘Why attack 
immigrants when “x” are the issue?’, he writes, ‘Because the “x” groups can be dealt with in time, but 
the high fertility immigrants will destroy us now, soon it is a matter of survival we destroy them first.’ 
Urgency is everything in dealing with immigration. This sense of inexorable catastrophe — which origi- 
nates from a fear of ‘demographic decline’ — can be grafted onto climate breakdown. Like ‘degeneracy’, 
‘environmental degradation’ (in the nebulous way it is understood on the far right) can be read into 
more or less anything even slightly unusual. It is this process of grafting — moving from ‘demographic 
decline’ to climate change — that pro-duces some of the complex motives of far-right terrorism. Such a 
temporality of decline is familiar on the far right. 
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That the contemporary world is ‘fallen’ and that social progress in the liberal sense condemns us to 
ever-greater moral degeneracy are axiomatic ideas on large sections of the far right. For many on the far 
right this sense of inexo-rable decline can only be arrested by the most radical social change: total social 
revolution. But for the blackpilled, even this possibility is blocked off. Social revolution of whatever kind, 
even if it were possible (and the blackpilled believe it is not), would not alter the facts of the matter. We 
are already substantially locked in”, committed to what our past actions have bequeathed us in terms 
of atmospheric carbon levels, and in terms of replacement. (Again, gener-ational blame is conferred on 
those who came before, as it is for the current demographic makeup of society.) No revolution of the 
spirit or the Volk, no matter how determined, will undo this. Thus, the most radical conclusion: the 
only possible response is cleansing violence. 


The Base 


The historian Roger Griffin, best known for his work on fascism, splits terrorism into ‘two very 
distinct . . . relationships to modernization . . . one which seeks to ward off the culture-cidal threat 
[modernization] poses to an existing cultural tradition, and another which seeks to transform a particular 
aspect of existing modernity or even create an entirely new society’.5 While the first project is clearly 
visible in the two shootings discussed above, the attempt to create an entirely new society is less so. 
This does not mean that these groups can’t articulate a future. But the future that they do articulate, 
as we discussed in Post-Internet Far Right, is one defined almost entirely by violence and crises. 

It is precisely the fact that the ‘system’ (a concept whose very generality, like ‘degeneracy’ or 
‘environmental deg-radation’ allows for a strangely selective fanaticism) can still experience such crises 
excites some sections of the far right. For those who urge ‘system collapse’, like the neo-Nazi group 
Atomwaffen, the crises of modernity are glimmers of hope. But collapse is not just the opportunity to 
assert power; it is also, as the apocalypse has often been understood, the coming of ‘justice’. Modernity 
is shattered and the space for a new society is opened up. Violence on the far right, then, springs from 
two conceptions of political, cultural, societal or even demographic collapse: a rear-guard action to ward 
off collapse versus an opportun-istic strike to bring about collapse. 

Some groups, such as the international network The Base, combine both. They subscribe to 
‘acceleration-ism’, an ideology that attempts not only to prepare for but also to instigate ‘system 
collapse’. In doing so, they draw in recruits from prepping communities. Prepping cultures have long 
been part of the far-right worldview: the magazine The Survivor was founded by Kurt Saxon, a former 
member of the American Nazi Party. Much as the construction of the southern border wall can be 
read as an environmental adaptation policy for Trump, the wider turn towards prepping culture is the 
climate-collapse read-iness politics of the blackpilled. 

Alexandra Stern has analysed the use of the ‘bioregion’ in far-right politics, a scale between those 
of the ethno-village and the globe: small enough to project dreams of total control onto, large enough 
not to be simply buffeted about by global crises.6 Control of such a space is not only a question of 
politics, but related to an aesthetic of nature, and nature’s connection to whiteness. Such an arcadian 
project is visible in the Northwest Front, which sought to transform the six most northwesterly states of 
the US into a whites-only ethnostate. Their programme, centred around family farms, seeks to provide 
‘social, racial, and environmental stability . . . for man in close rapport with Nature’.7 This vision 
necessitated extreme violence. Harold Covington, the leader of the Northwest Front, penned novels on 
the path to such a future, which amount often to leafier versions of the neo-Nazi race war fantasy The 
Turner Diaries. Greg Johnson, a ‘moderate’ voice on the issue, rejects Covington’s ‘revolutionary fantasy 
literature’ and instead calls for ‘a well-planned, orderly, and humane process of ethnic cleansing’.8 Nor 
are the bioregional ambitions of the Northwest Front aberrations from the state forms of settler-colonial 
power in the region. Until 1926 the state of Oregon had on its books laws excluding black people from 
living in the state. 
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The Base launched a few months after Covington died in July 2018. It described itself as “an in- 
formal non-membership prepping network focused on globally imparting post-societal collapse guer- 
rilla warfare knowl-edge, skills, training and bushcraft”.9 Its leader, Rinaldo Nazzaro, operating under 
the pseudonym ‘Norman Spear”, articulated a connection between primitivism and fas-cism: “Take the 
anarcho-primitivist idea of just living in the woods . . . you would end up with National Socialist society. 
... National Socialism's purpose was to forge a human society that was working in sync with the princi- 
ples of nature.’10 Images of landscapes saturate these fantasies. The deep green forests and mountains 
of the northwest US, with their characteristic Douglas firs, function not only as exemplars of ‘white’ 
landscapes but as landscapes ideal for guerrilla warfare. Some of The Base’s most spectacular actions 
such as the arson of a mink farm in Sweden are not entirely out of keeping with the aims of other animal 
rights activism,11 although their other actions and their specific methods in this case would place them 
far from the actions of this determinedly non-lethal movement. 

Nazzaro — in a conceptual move typical on the far right which frames racial hierarchies as both 
naturalized and requiring continual violent reinforcement — argues that any separatist movement must 
be combined with guerrilla war-fare: ‘at some point someone’s going to have to get their hands dirty . 

. whatever it is, lone wolves or formalized or whatever, in place on the ground, to force the change, 
and force the enemy to the negotiation table’.12 This approach ‘is ideal for separatist insurgency’.13 
The Base was a more or less explicit attempt to scale White Nationalist groups up to the level of an 
insurgency. 

This turn towards extreme violence is perhaps the conse-quence of one further influence we might 
read into Nazzaro: Dylann Roof, who murdered nine African Americans in the Charleston church shoot- 
ing. In writings found online, Roof criticized the Northwest Front for promoting an idea that ‘just 
parralells [sic] the concept of White people running to the suburbs’.14 Arguably, The Base is the conse- 
quence of an attempt to address this criticism. 

Nazzaro speaks with some credibility on guerrilla warfare. In 2014 he ‘worked with Special Operations 
Command (SOCOM), one of the most secretive elements of the U.S. military and the tip of the spear 
in the war against jihadist terror groups like ISIS and al-Qaeda’.15 The company Nazzaro led had a 
Commercial and Government Entity (CAGE) code, required to become a supplier for the US Department 
of Defense.16 This revelation triggered a wave of uncertainty amongst The Base members and ridi-cule 
amongst the wider far right, bolstering claims that The Base was a honeypot. However, this was not 
all: Nazzaro was also living in central St Petersburg,17 triggering sug-gestions the group was a Russian- 
funded fifth-columnist organization using anti-state militia movements in the US to destabilize the 
US government.18 So, to summarize, a blur of masks: neo-Nazi, separatist, prepper, militia, FBI and 
perhaps some Russian state agency. What allows this wild syncretism? 

Each of these political forms opposes itself absolutely to softness. These movements attempt to 
carve out a distinct space of control from a situation they presume is hostile. In each, a particular kind 
of self-reliance and resistance to comfort becomes the mark of masculinity: against the seductions of 
modern society, the security the state affords and the space owned by someone else, they oppose the 
pariah status, the ever-vigilant stance, the discomfort of contact with danger, and even the pleasure of 
fearing the worst. 

More radically than just affirmations of scarcity, these movements are all affirmations of privation. 
Their adher-ents weaponize themselves as fully as possible, seemingly driving towards a natural principle 
of intensification for its own sake. Such an intensification for the sake of intensifi-cation explains why, 
despite Nazzaro’s public strategizing, the movement itself seems to have resisted the imposition of this 
strategy. In 2020 three members were arrested on their way to a gun rally in Virginia where, according 
to FBI documents, they were planning to start violence enough to trigger a race war.19 

Nazzaro’s connections to the military are not unusual on the far right: it is possible to track waves of 
the far right in the US reasonably closely to waves of veterans returning from war.20 We might suggest 
there are other connections. Contemporary warfare is clearly racialized: Muslims in the Middle East 
are understood as more ‘killable’ than white people. And yet, the actions of those recruits who wish 


49 


to take advantage of this killability are nevertheless constrained by both the legal apparatus, however 
incon-sistently applied, of international rules of engagement, and by the vast logistical apparatus of 
contemporary militaries themselves. What far-right racists in the military seem to believe should be a 
manifestation of their naturalized superiority turns out instead to depend on vast, alienating systems of 
command and control that ultimately seems to constrain the exercise of their power, even as it affords 
it. The Base and other ruralist military fantasy organizations seek to overcome these constraints. Both 
the method — guerrilla warfare — and the ultimate end goal — realized racial autonomy — of The Base 
are bound up with the same fantasy of personal naturalized (and biologized) domination, free from the 
constraints of the law. The nature politics of these groups justifies the wielding of the naturalized power 
that has been obscured by modernity. 

Ultimately, the FBI destroyed The Base. Other acceler-ationist groups were gone in a flash: The 
Green Brigade, launched in November 2019, rapidly accrued 1,000 followers on Telegram, where it 
described itself as ‘an organization consisting of openly accelerationist, militant environmentalist mem- 
bers focused on tearing down the system that exploits our people, land and animals’, before disbanding 
in March 2020.21 The similarly short-lived Eco-Fascist Order produced some of the clearest forms of 
‘ecofascist’ ideology. ‘Fascism IS nature, and nature IS Fascism’, declared a post on their website. As 
ever, how ‘nature’ is conceptualized matters. Here, the extracted characteristic is hierarchy. ‘Most all 
of us agree that hier-archy’s [sic] exist and are necessary, yet still reject the only worldview that de- 
pends on where hierarchy’s [sic] came from in the first place!’22 Others produced viler propa-ganda: the 
National Socialist Order, a reincarnation of Atomwaffen Division, a group linked to multiple murders, 
counting some of its own members as victims, published materials criticizing experiments on animals 
and advocating using Jews as experimental ‘animals’ instead.23 


Radical flank dynamics 


There has been, since the Second World War, tension between terrorism and organized far-right 
movements. And yet there is also a ‘radical flank’ effect in social movements. In the case of the Civil 
Rights movement in America, it was the dynamic between the radical flank (represented most emblem- 
atically by Malcolm X) and the more moderate wing (Martin Luther King Jr) that made the movement 
so effective. The radical fringe could be blamed for the excesses of the movement and make the moderate 
wing’s radicalism seem comparatively mild. What kinds of radical flank effects have been taking place 
for the right, both in the case of the Christchurch shooting and in the case of The Base? 

If the far right’s general strategy can be described as ‘metapolitics’, ‘a war of social transformation, 
at the level of worldview, thought, and culture’, in the words of one of its most active proponents, then 
deadly violence intervenes in the context of this strategy.24 Metapolitics is not strictly opposed to mass 
shootings.25 The fallout from them is complex. In the case of the Christchurch shooting, this attack 
invited condemnation from across the political spectrum, even as its political content was deliberately 
obscured. Kellyanne Conway, an important figure in the Trump administration, attempted to reframe 
the attack by appealing to the long history of the US Green Scare, as the work of an (implicitly left-wing) 
‘eco-terrorist’.26 The opposite tack was seemingly taken by the BBC, who brought the pan-Europeanist 
far-right group Generation Identity, promoters of the Great Replacement conspiracy theory, onto the 
news to explain their beliefs. It later emerged that the Christchurch shooter had donated to Generation 
Identity before the attack. Despite this unop-posed platforming of their ideology, Generation Identity 
are at the time of writing a subdued force, although this has less to do with the attack and more to 
do with pre-existing legal troubles. Here, the shooting was arguably beneficial for Generation Identity 
and their metapolitical project. They became, if only momentarily, a well-known group, their politics 
broadcast widely. 

In the case of The Base, regardless of whether it was a honeypot, it had that effect: many would-be 
terrorists were arrested, and the popularity of groups on the ‘blackpilled’ section of the far right waned. 
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It would be excessive, how-ever, to lay the broader decline of the US alt-right at the feet of either The 
Base or the El Paso shooting. 

But perhaps the problem with the question of the radical flank is that it presupposes a far-right 
‘mainstream’ that is opposed to violence. Other far-right movements, even those much closer to the 
mainstream of politics, do not consistently reject violence. Even if the radical flank of the blackpilled 
is the point of the greatest intensification towards violence, the mass conspiratorial movements spurred 
on by QAnon have built on previous waves of conspiratorial mass politics in the US such as the militia 
movement, the Tea Party and wider conspiracy culture to provide the basis for a violence carried out by 
those who would not consider themselves fringe. The participants in the riot at the US Capitol in January 
2021 were not misan-thropic violence-fixated people detached from society. Yet their action resulted in 
violent deaths amid calls to hang Vice-President Mike Pence. Nor is death in the contempo-rary climatic 
regime the exclusive preserve of terrorists or movements: thousands die every year at borders through 
the action or indifference of states, and millions from the slow violence of environmental degradation. 

It is essential to keep in sight the contiguity between the terroristic parts of the far right and the 
other parts. We have already seen how the ideas of both the Christchurch and the El Paso shooters 
were not out of keeping with wider far-right overpopulation or anti-immigrant discourse. The ability of 
far-right organizations to accommodate extreme acts of violence will define their more general viability 
in the context of climate breakdown. Now, more than at any point since the Second World War, the 
question of vio-lence hovers below the surface of the far right, a tendency that will only increase as we 
move into escalating climate systems breakdown. 
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5. Towards ecofascism proper? 


Three futures 


Let's look to the future. In Dialectic of Enlightenment, Theodor Adorno and Max Horkheimer write 
on ‘the stupidity of cleverness’: ‘I recall a conversation [before the Second World War] with an economist 
who demon-strated the impossibility of Germany’s militarization from the interests of Bavarian brewers 
. . . Clever people have always made things easy for barbarians, because they are so stupid.’1 Intricate 
arguments were and are constructed to prove fascism's impossibility. Let us assert now, then: fascism, 
or something very much like it, could happen again. 

But there is also another risk: while expecting fascism, we forget the variety of authoritarian politics. 
Future forms of it might have little to do with interwar fascism. As Stuart Hall remarked on the left's 
struggle against neoliberalism, ‘the simple slogans of “fascism” are more than useless here 

— they cover up, conveniently, everything which it is most important to keep in view’.2 

Similarly, Eric Bonds writes that while ‘ecofascism’ ‘may well be spectacular, [it] is scarcely the only 
form of risk. Continuing as we are will impact the lives of hundreds of millions of people as food scarcity, 
heat death, pandemics, and other impacts of climate change escalate. At present, the lobbying of fossil 
fuel companies remains a more dan-gerous and destructive practice than the machinations of right- 
environmentalism.’3 However, this is not quite right: the two are entirely compatible, as Andreas Malm 
and the Zetkin Collective have shown. The power of the fossil fuel companies, and the continuation 
of the climate crisis that comes from it, makes everything less stable, and so lays the groundwork for 
future far-right projects.4 

Why might the far right gain from climate systems breakdown more than the left? The effects of this 
break-down are likely to emerge as complex social crises. In the face of such crises, many people might 
adopt radical political parochialism. Nationalism, the various forms of racism, and other reactionary 
attachments might deepen in a more uncertain world, especially one with such stark geographical 
disparities and an increasing idea of nature as an antagonist. As Christian Parenti writes, “There is a 
real risk that strong states with developed economies will succumb to a politics of xenophobia, racism, 
police repression, surveillance, and militarism and thus transform themselves into . . . neofascist islands 
of relative stability in a sea of chaos.’5 This is what the historian Geoff Eley called ‘gatedness as the 
emergent social paradigm’.6 

In the last few chapters, we’ve seen the complexity, even chaos of far-right politics, and its relations 
to the ideas of nature and the politics of climate change. In speculating on its future, we simplify. But 
such exercises can also clarify how to disrupt such formations as they begin to assemble. 


The nativist movement 


Under climate change conditions, nativist movements are likely to emerge, attempting to ‘hold on 
to remnants of the past by attempting to exclude or eliminate particular groups of people or ideas, 
beliefs, customs, and objects from a society”.7 Who would constitute such a movement? Perhaps a 
whole complicated mess of groups: conspiracists, authoritarians, denialists, nostalgists, China-hawks 
and admirers, cultural reactionaries and racists, anti-migrant activists and so on. 

The ideological convictions of such a nativist movement would be important, but fervent belief is 
insufficient for success. It would become, however, truly conflagratory if it lined up with substantial 
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capital (or, in other words, business) interests. There are perhaps two fractions of cap-ital that could 
give such a movement a place on the global stage. The movement might ally with either, such is the 
broad indeterminacy of current far-right nature politics. 

The first project, ‘Fossilized Reaction’, is protective of fossil capital and willing to take denial and 
obfuscation as far as possible. It pushes for the militarization of society against all kinds of threats, and 
tries to maintain access to its spoils. The second, “Batteries, Bombs and Borders”, alloys climate change 
mitigation with the maintenance of Western hegemony (in a likely ‘New Cold War’ situation):8 milita- 
rization abroad and intensifying, perhaps increas-ingly xenophobic, control of populations domestically 
and at its borders. We might think of it as an ‘ecogovernance turn’ within conventional imperial power, 
with an added green-tech-capital edge. 

The central question of capitalist governance is: “How will capital continue to be accumulated?” 
Both these poten-tial futures are thus ‘system loyal’, they are both in favour of aspects of the existing 
property regime, namely those that benefit their corresponding slice of capital;9 in the former, fossil 
fuels, in the latter, a combination of the secu-rity industries, green tech and, indeed, most of the rest of 
capital. Both futures attempt to defend (different segments) of property. 

But not all the nativist movement’s impulses will be capturable by one of these fractions. Such a 
movement might also spawn another far-right project, which we call ‘Climate Collapse Cultists’. In this 
project, the idea of nature is used to justify killing, either by a more or less coherent movement, or 
by comparatively isolated actors. This ‘project’, unlikely to scale like the others, might nevertheless 
expand significantly beyond its current state, terrorizing its targets and pushing for ever-more radical 
racial politics in the other projects. 

The danger of this last project and the first is clear: either sporadic deadly violence, or no action 
on climate change. But the second also represents a serious danger, not just because its attempts to 
mitigate climate change involve the maintenance and intensification of the current regimes of global 
governance (this time involving more renewable energy), but because, as an attempt to succeed at 
global superpower competition, it is unlikely to actually mitigate climate change significantly. 

Let’s go through these three — ‘Fossilized Reaction’, ‘Batteries, Bombs and Borders’ and ‘Climate 
Collapse Cultists’ — in some more detail. 


‘Fossilized Reaction’ 


There are trillions of dollars of oil reserves globally — reserves that, if they were to be extracted and 
burnt, would raise global temperatures to a point of global mass destruc-tion. The material infrastructure 
of fossil fuels is already in place ‘and the owners of those investments will invariably choose to recoup 
some of that investment rather than none of it’.10 As rapidly as renewable technologies might come 
online, other new technologies in the mining sector have made viable forms of extraction of fossil fuels 
that were previously not,11 such as shale oil, which, economically inefficient as it is, secures for the US the 
national security objective of temporary energy independence.12 The first future we outline — ‘Fossilized 
Reaction’ — is the political wing of capital wholly committed, both ideologically and financially, to fossil 
fuel extraction. With its combination of fossil fuels, denialism and securitization, this future could be 
extrapolated from the current politics of Trump and Bolsonaro. 

Nor can fossil fuels simply be replaced without pushback. Environmental movements attempting to 
dislodge fossil fuels have come to expect serious resistance. As Andreas Malm has written, the fossil 
fuel industry ‘is not a sideshow to bourgeois democracy . . . it is the material form of con-temporary 
capitalism’. Attempting to replace such a system is not akin to the struggle against ‘a relic from an 
authoritar-ian age that requires correction’ but against the ‘productive forces imbricated in certain 
property relations’.13 

‘Fossilized reaction’ will eventually fall. But the damage and delay it could have plausibly caused 
by then would be immense, possibly terminal for society writ large. And it would fail to securitize its 
own position. As Christian Parenti tells it, crises of ‘hunger, disease, criminality, fanaticism, and violent 
social breakdown — will overwhelm the armed lifeboat. Eventually, all will sink into the same morass’.14 
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‘Batteries, Bombs and Borders’ 

The second future — ‘Batteries, Bombs and Borders’ — is orientated towards mitigation, but deep- 
ens global ineq-uities in pursuit of it. Green energy technologies (solar panels, lithium batteries, wind 
turbines and so on) cannot be conjured out of the air. They require — among other preconditions — the 
command of non-renewable rare earth minerals, which might in the future take on a status not dissimi- 
lar from oil now — with all the geopolitical strife that entails.15 More generally, ‘in the fourth machine 
age, access to raw materials continues to be systematically secured by extraeconomic means . . . police 
trucks, water cannons, surveillance cameras, tear gas, and barbed wire’.16 In this future, the military 
plays an extremely important role in both mitigation (securing global supplies of necessary min-erals) 
and in adaptation (securitizing US society against climate change’s worst effects). In this future, nature 
politics is one ideological battle-ground of a new China-US Cold War. Some on the far right, like Steve 
Bannon, have long portrayed China as a threat to Western civilization. But, as we discussed earlier, 
for some, China also serves as a model of effective coercion of the kind that more democratic states 
can only dream of.17 For this future, China’s form of authoritarian environmen-talism, presented as 
the only viable way to save humanity, might start to look more attractive. Accepting the reality of cli- 
mate change is clearly compatible with authoritarian politics: especially if the securitization of existing 
political infrastructure can be presented as essential to preserving the environment itself. 

Because of its sheer scale, fighting climate change trumps all else. To avert the worst effects, almost 
anything might seem proportionate. For this reason, arguments against this future must be phrased 
not as arguments of decency, but to point to the counterproductiveness that lies in the requirement for 
extensive militarization, armies being some of the most carbon-intensive entities in the world. 

Such a ‘New Cold War’ will be full of disputes over the geopolitics of renewable energy and mutual 
blame for ecological destruction. It relies for its appeal on the under-standing of renewable energy 
technologies as free from ‘negative externalities’ and, what’s more, virtuous. There is a danger that 
the deployment of green (and its close syn-onym, ‘clean’) technologies will obscure its concomitant 
production of extractive ‘sacrifice zones’, which frequently seem to require authoritarian violence to 
enforce and maintain.18 

A recent moment that exemplifies this future best is probably the 2019 coup in Bolivia, widely 
considered to have been related to the country’s lithium resources.19 Here, the far-right movement 
in question was not in the Global North, but in Bolivia itself. Such acts have a long history — the 
use of far-right politics to impose market ‘liberalization’ is a long-running tendency in the history of 
Latin America in particular. Perhaps in the future it will have a green justification. Although he wasn’t 
involved, Elon Musk, CEO of Tesla (which relies on lithium sup-plies), tweeted in the aftermath of the 
coup: ‘We’ll coup whoever we want! Deal with it’.20 Bolivia’s president hinted in March 2021 that he 
believed Tesla was involved.21 

In this future, the far right will use the imperative of restricting emissions to argue for the necessity 
of halting immigration entirely. The argument need not have changed much from its past deployments: 
more people in richer countries means more emissions. And, again, it would miss the most important 
dimension of environmental impact, which is wealth and not race. 

Migration might also not have the rationale it had for the bourgeoisie in the past. On the one hand, 
an ageing workforce requires more migration to replace it, and on the other, the challenge of automation 
decreases the economic need for migration into large countries.22 The balance of the two sets the stage 
for future migration politics. The transformation of Danish politics since the Global Financial Crisis is 
a useful lesson in the possible suddenness of the transformation: there, the centre left and the far right 
rapidly converged around anti-migration politics.23 

This future and the ‘Fossilized Reaction’ one are engaged in a hellish cycle of producing and respond- 
ing to migration: migration on the southern US border is arguably traceable back to a century of US 
interference in the politics of the home countries of migrants, destabilizing countries and rendering them 
incapable of solving their own problems. Migration follows, to which the more reactionary elements of 
the right respond by intensifying border regimes and agitating popular racist sentiments. 
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This is a tragic future: in dealing with climate change simply as a problem of atmospheric gas 
(although it is, of course, also that), and not as a more complex social problem of living well in a 
volatile world, this future can at once seem to address the problem, and intensify the suffering it entails. 
Because of its comparatively clear-eyed acceptance of much of the science around climate change, this 
‘Batteries, Bombs and Borders’ future might appear as an inflection within existing environmental 
movements, i.e. as the res-olution of an apparent contradiction between accepting immigration to the 
Global North and rapidly reducing production and consumption in those countries. However, we should 
be clear that in its perpetuation and intensifica-tion of global inequality, it is far from an ally of the 
left. 

All viable futures, such as those proposed by the Green New Deal, need extractive processes to be 
ramped up to produce renewable energy. Mining is destructive, but it need not be catastrophic or so 
profoundly inequitable. It is the danger of this ‘Batteries, Bombs and Borders’ future that means that 
supporters of the Green New Deal must maintain their commitments also to climate justice. 

Conventional post-Cold War far-right talking points are bolstered by appeals to the climate crisis: 
‘we must halt immigration because it dilutes our culture’ becomes stronger because migration can be 
presented as entailing further climate systems breakdown. In the terms of either project, it might be 
claimed ‘the world has fundamentally departed from the natural order of things; we must set it right’. 
But the strongest version of this nature politics comes in the third project — ‘Climate Collapse Cults’. 

‘Climate Collapse Cults’ 

This project revolves around deadly violence. Such a project represents the return of a logic of killing 
to the comparatively organized parts of the far right (although we should of course note that ‘organized’ 
is likely to mean something very different in a world thoroughly remade by the internet). The electoral 
far right has long disavowed the more radical fringe. But this need not always be the case. 

‘Climate Collapse Cults’ responds to the escalation of crises by attempting to intensify the two 
terroristic movements we mapped on the fringes of the right: on the one hand, the murderous attempt 
to either halt modernity or to isolate oneself from it, and in doing so, create a new world. The more 
degraded the world becomes through climate change, perhaps the more far-right terrorists will attempt 
a synthesis of the two. Ambivalence about modernity has often been at the core of far-right politics; it 
simply gains its clearest expression in terrorism. 

Others have written of the danger of ‘bioconservative’ terrorism, ‘an ideology that is belligerent and 
even hostile towards technological optimism’.24 Existent groups, like the Mexican Individualists Tending 
to the Wild (Individualistas Tendiendo a lo Salvaje, ITS), promote anti-tech radicalism and portray 
the indiscriminateness of their violence as evidence of their integrity with nature.25 It is not difficult to 
see how such a project, like other supposedly nihilistic tendencies (the early-2000s imageboard culture 
which hybridized with other seemingly unrelated currents to form the alt-right, for example), might 
discover an underlying reactionary core beneath its supposed rejection of all values.26 However, such a 
movement would be highly unpredictable, perhaps blending ideologies into dense syncretic amalgams, 
almost impossible to predict, and responding flexibly to crises. 


Crises of governance 


Christian Parenti writes: ‘Climate change arrives in a world primed for crisis. The current and im- 
pending dislocations of climate change intersect with the already-existing crises of poverty and violence 
.. . problems compound and amplify each other, one expressing itself through another.’27 Parenti's 
conception of a ‘catastrophic con-vergence’ allows us to see that climate change is neither distinct from 
existing structures nor simply a slight gener-alized intensification of existing crises but intersects with 
other crises in cascading feedback loops. Far-right politics has historically relied on crises to scale. Its 
power relies on a sense that radical action is immediately required. Such a sense of crisis can, of course, 
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be manufactured. Yet not all crises benefit the right. We must therefore be more specific. What will 
happen in the next 50 years of climate breakdown? 

Here, we look at migration crises, pandemics, eco-nomic crises and wars, as well as transformations 
in our collective capacity to know. Each problem throws up its own variant of governance in response. 
But because the problems overlap and ‘express themselves through each other’, they might seem to 
require a form of total gov-ernance, the temptation of authoritarian expansion.28 It is largely within 
this authoritarian expansion that the far right will situate their responses to the complex sum of these 
problems, each perhaps superficially revolutionary. Indeed, without reducing our opposition to its ideas 
one bit, we might nevertheless admit that, as they have in the past, the far right might once again 
offer ‘plausible solu-tions to modern social problems’.29 There is likewise no particularly good reason 
to imagine that future far-right politics will be inflexible or hopeless. But there is plenty of good reason 
to believe it will be disastrous. 

How might the three far-right projects above engage this convergence of crises? More generally, will 
authori-tarian and reactionary variants of capitalism out-compete its liberal varieties in the context 
of climate change? Or, as two moments of a geographically differentiated regime of governance, aren’t 
liberalism and authoritarianism per-fectly compatible anyway? 

Or, how might the escalating scale of governance crises under neoliberalism itself produce the condi- 
tions for authoritarianism? In his book Disaster Capitalism, Antony Loewenstein widens Naomi Klein’s 
argument that capital uses disasters to expand its reach into life. Fractions of capital create problems 
in anticipation of providing their solutions.30 In a different register, crises form the basis for ‘securi- 
tization’ moves. The failure to address a problem becomes an opportunity for a more securitized and 
prof-itable response. These failures are, as Nicholas Beuret has argued, constitutive parts of neoliberal 
governance.31 We might even say that mitigating and capitalizing on risks are opposed more generally. 
It is these constitutive failures of governance, and not the crises themselves, that open the door to 
authoritarianism and the politics of the far right. A case in point, the European migration crisis of 2015, 
which precipitated a substantial uptick in the power of far-right parties in Europe, was not a crisis 
because of the number of migrants, but a consequence of consistent failures of European governments 
to adequately fund the required humanitarian response. 

But another danger here, in addition to the expansion of neoliberalism, is that such responses are 
‘contrary to neoliberal political rationalities’,32 and, moreover, demo-cratic ones. When crises expand, 
neoliberal strategies of ‘containment’ and failure become entirely inadequate. The scale is simply too 
big: ‘faced with the catastrophic prob-lem of climate change, failure [and subsequent securitizing moves] 
no longer holds utility as a means of governance’.33 But such authoritarian expansions are far from the 
nec-essary consequence of crisis. Each crisis need not been understood as an existential struggle between 
racially dis-tinct groups for naturally scarce resources. 

The crises that climate change produces can be analysed separately, but there are nevertheless hugely 
complex con-sequences to each. By early August 2010, it was clear that the harvest yields all over Russia 
had declined sharply. The country, which had produced more wheat than it con-sumed since 2004, had 
entered a period of drought over the summer, and had banned wheat exports in response.34 The 2010 
Russian crop failure led to an increase in the price of grain. This sent food prices spiralling across North 
Africa and the Middle East, and (some have argued) triggered the movements of the Arab Spring and 
its subsequent authori-tarian crackdown, most prominently in Syria, from which millions of people were 
forced to flee. Many — although by no means all — entered Europe. The far right gained hugely in elections 
shortly after.35 None of this is to suggest a direct or simple causality between these events: indeed, the 
point of the example is precisely to emphasize the cascading complexity of seemingly unrelated events 
in a fragile and interconnected world. Such run-on events are inevitable, but the responses to them are 
not. 

The far right has profited from perceived crises of migration for over a century. It was a period 
of large-scale migration into North America that gave fuel to the fire of Grantian nativist politics 
before and after the First World War. The National Front in the UK was boosted by vitriolic hatred 
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against immigrants from South Asia in the 1970s and 1980s. During the 2010s, the failure of European 
management of migration into Europe boosted the fortunes of the European far right, prominent among 
them the pan-Europeanist Generation Identity. 

Generation Identity organized the Defend Europa campaign, which crowdfunded a boat to ‘patrol 
the Mediterranean’ to push back migrants attempting the dangerous crossing into Europe. This made 
a spectacle of order at the contemporary state’s maximum point of fragility, the border. Where the 
state in the early twentieth century appeared weak because of its lack of control of the metropolis (to 
which fascists responded by marching through the cities), the state in the early twenty-first cen-tury 
appears weak because it apparently does not control its borders (the actual massive accretion of border 
technol-ogies notwithstanding). 

This is why migration politics, although not a major part of the state’s total activities, is so important 
for far-right movements which contest the power of the state: it is at once at the edges, where the state of 
exception always seems possible, and directly in the centre of democratic governance, in that it controls 
the construction of the pop-ulation itself. Further, under neoliberalism, capital’s need for cheap labour 
mixes with the collective social insecu-rity that neoliberalism produces to prompt the far right’s anti- 
immigrant response. Neoliberalism’s dependency on cheapened racialized labour lays the groundwork 
for the flourishing of racist anti-migration politics.36 

In the long term, the declining population in Europe will mean that, from the perspective of ne- 
oliberal governance, it might be entirely rational to increase immigration. That means that the far 
right is likely to stand in quite sharp relief to central organizational strategies of neoliberal climate 
politics. However, the possible (automation-de-pendent) capitalist necessity of large-scale immigration 
into Europe, the US and other wealthy countries is not an argument against the possibility of far-right 
politics scaling, but only sets the stage for a more sharply defined showdown between neoliberalism and 
the far right. This showdown, to the extent that neoliberal crisis manage-ment continues to respond to 
migration with securitizing moves, will continue to benefit the far right. 

Climate change is also likely to make pandemics more frequent. Faced with the COVID-19 pandemic, 
the right-populists in power acted sluggishly. In the UK and US, responses were marred by decades of 
declining state capac-ity and marked by glib pronouncements, uneven lockdowns and confused messaging. 
Bolsonaro’s government in Brazil spread denial and campaigned against lockdowns, as did Trump. The 
right wing of neoliberal governance opted for dithering negligence. The initial failure to act in any 
clear way might have seemed peculiar, and it is this failure — insisting that the function of government 
remains, in the words of Joshua Clover to ‘make work and let buy’ — that opens up space for the far 
right.37 

Some on the far right argued that lockdown measures should have happened sooner, a view shared 
by many groups across the political spectrum. They also drew the evergreen conclusion that the spread 
of the virus proved the validity of their go-to policy: ‘ending globalism’.38 Others on the far right 
indulged in conspiracies and eyed the anti-lockdown movements as a potential base of support. It is the 
dynamic between these two modes of governance: on the one hand, calls for strict authoritarian control, 
and on the other, con-spiratorial chaos, which will likely define future far-right politics. The pandemic, 
although it seemed to undermine those parts of the far right still mostly committed to neolib-eralism, 
benefited the wider, more heterogeneous forces to their right, less loyal to the existing order. 

The argument made in the 2015 migration crisis — that some refugees were terrorists — was modified 
in 2020 at the beginning of the pandemic. It was instead suggested that the migrants were infected with 
COVID-19, and migration thus became a question of public health. Here, entirely reasonable measures 
for the maintenance of public health dovetail — tragically — with the arguments of the far right. Perhaps 
we should be happy therefore that, when faced with this wide opening for the application of their politics, 
the far right largely acted in a manner more conspiratorial than authoritarian, mainly ditching their 
calls for harsher measures in favour of declarations that the whole thing was a hoax. 

What effects might financial crises have? The Great Depression provided a vital boost to the Nazi 
party’s electoral ambitions. Increases in support for the Nazis were concentrated in towns with Danat- 
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bank branches, the bank at the centre of the collapse in Germany. The crisis also provided an opportunity 
to Nazi propagandists, who singled out Danat's Jewish chairman for blame and more generally ‘blamed 
economic misery on Jewish “high finance”’.39 Similarly, the Great Recession has perhaps been more 
significant than anything else in accelerating the rise of the far right in recent years. 

Financial crises are likely to become more frequent under climate change conditions, not least be- 
cause financial crises are indicators of transformations in systemic risk condi-tions.40 In the immediate 
wake of the pandemic, Aaron Benanav anticipated a labour market slower to recover than the Great 
Financial Crisis that preceded it, which itself was a historically slow recovery. As we expect slower and 
less substantial recoveries, we should also expect the expansion of precarious work and income insecu- 
rity.41 There is a danger that, as before, ongoing unemployment, precariousness and destitution creates 
populations amena-ble to the appeals of the far right. However, the solution of the Great Recession, as 
Dylan Riley has argued, came through the expansion of debt which produced the social conditions of 
atomization. This atomization, as we have suggested, is perhaps not conducive to fascism, although it 
was clearly useful to other forms of the far right.42 

Historical fascism built itself on war. The future — whatever the effectiveness of climate mitigation 
— will have some form of war. If mitigation is unsuccessful, then the world will become radically more 
unsafe. However, even with mitigation, recent research has suggested that the geopolitics of renew- 
able energy is likely to produce many more small wars.43 Such a tendency is supplemented with the 
tendency towards ‘new wars’. These wars, Mary Kaldor argues, are characterized by ‘heavy civilian 
casu-alties, crime networks, blurry lines of enmity, complex humanitarian crises, and indiscernibly civil 
and interna-tionalized participants’. Such complex problems have formed the basis for much of the far 
right’s discussion of migration in the US: drug cartels in Central America are one of the most common 
reasons given to clamp down on migration. The transformation of ‘war’ into ‘security’ and the ‘collapse 
of the distinctions between combat and policing’44 drive the production of these ‘new wars’. Other trans- 
formations in war are also underway: recent conflicts have been cyber-dominated45 but in the future, 
direct com-mand of ecosystems themselves is likely to become a more explicit aspect of warfare.46 

As we have noted before, far-right movements, at least in the US, are correlated with the return of 
veterans from wars,47 and, moreover, an increase in the forms of terroristic violence discussed above. 
In the case of the far right, we might suggest that this interlinking between environmental change and 
violent extremism will only escalate, and in turn feed back on itself. The nativist movement demands 
securitization, which produces wars, which produce veterans, who radicalize the movement.48 Parenti 
summarizes the ‘essence of militarized adaptation to climate chaos: dirty war forever’.49 This logic of 
killing might have quite another structure in countries first hit by the worst of climate change: ‘In some 
resource-poor fragile states, nonstate armed groups will fill the void left by the state, providing basic 
services to gain the trust and support of the local population.’50 

However, it is important to note that research into the linkage of climate change to conflict is, in fact, 
inconclu-sive. Ben Hayes reports that ‘a majority of scholars argue that governance and policy failure 
are, and will remain, far more important drivers of conflict than climate change’.51 There is a danger 
of depoliticizing violence, shearing it of its history, and turning towards climate reductionism, in which 
violence in the Global South is naturalized as a feature of the climate itself, or as a direct feature of the 
people, bound to that climate, as we discussed it had been a prominent argument in colonialism.52 

Similarly, wars over scarce resources, often thought of through the prism of ‘securitization’, are not a 
necessary consequence of the renewable energy transition. Phillipe Le Billon argues that the contingency 
of resources wars as a form must be emphasized. ‘Popular (geo)political narra-tives of resource wars 
have mostly drawn on Hobbesian and neo-Malthusian perspectives; in essence perspectives that assert 
violent (but rational) scrambles over scarce and valuable resources’, and should be rejected.53 In terms 
of the three futures outlined above, none is likely to shy away from war, although their characters are 
likely to be very different. In the case of ‘Batteries, Bombs and Borders’, such wars might even have 
perverse and unpredictable incentives: no longer securing oil but rare earth minerals for a renewable 
energy transition. 
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In finding support for such wars, the changing charac-ter of far-right movements is of great impor- 
tance. Much of the independent far right in the US has historically been opposed to US interventionism 
abroad and fearful of encroaching state power domestically. In the Trump period, this partially changed. 
The QAnon conspiracy theory has enabled a shift away from such conspiracies towards support for the 
behind-the-scenes machinations of “military intelligence”. 


Far-right ecologism and its future 


Throughout this book, we have identified many different components of a far-right ideology of 
nature. We summa-rize them here so as to speculate on their future. Far-right ecologism associates 
particular animals with particular races; asserts a deep and unique connection between white-ness 
and nature; and more generally expresses an obsession with racial purity as indicative of a natural 
order”. It dis-places blame for environmental destruction onto racialized others, expressed often through 
a pathological attempt to distinguish the dirty from the clean as well as its promul-gation of neo- 
Malthusian population thinking. Even more extremely, it places outside this racialized nature Jews, 
who are imagined as perverters or derangers of nature's law. 

It imagines a temporality in which the world is moved ever further from nature's regulatory ideals 
and towards degeneracy, often imagined as the apparent influence of Jews. This tendency towards 
degeneracy culminates in an apocalyptic image of the end of the world. To forestall this, it expresses 
its desire to return to vdlkisch simplic-ity, a desire often in tension with its modernizing aspects, which 
include, at the most extreme end, a desire for gen-ocide. Sometimes this genocidal hatred is justified by 
an extremely crude version of Social Darwinism built around selection without variation and sometimes 
also by appeal to the ‘natural law’ that ‘might is right’. 

Each of these aspects of far-right ecologism is well estab-lished. And yet, climate change adds fur- 
ther complexities still: it transforms and intensifies these old aspects and creates new ones. Its future 
transformations will come in the context of a wider crisis of knowability that will disrupt the utility of 
science and open the door for a deepening of conspiratorial thinking. 

Some have argued for a bleak conclusion: we have proba-bly reached peak predictive knowledge of 
the natural world. As climate change makes the world more volatile, patterns which might become more 
opaque to us in the near future include ‘the prevalence of crop and human pests, like locust plagues 
set off by drought conditions; forest fire frequency; the dynamics of the predator-prey food chain; . . 
. and the predictability of agricultural output’. These are largely medium-term patterns: between a 
month and a decade. ‘As Earth warms, our historical understanding will turn obsolete faster than we 
can replace it with new knowledge.’ The power of our predictive modelling is decreasing.54 

With weaker predictive power, we face what William Gail, former President of the American Me- 
teorological Society, calls a ‘New Dark Age’. This opens the door to conspiracy theorists, one of the 
characteristic modes of far-right politics. The common story of the last ten years — the splintering of 
the public sphere and the rise of ‘fake news’ 

— is supplemented in the case of complex climate events by a genuine form of uncertainty. Science, 
once so seemingly in command of the world, might increasingly seem to be nothing better than a set 
of guesses, vulnerable to sudden and spectacular delegitimization by moments of popular conspiratorial 
deflation. 

Conspiracy theorizing seeks to find single pieces of conclusively falsifying evidence. As the texture 
of a given crisis changes, even in quite mundane ways, these changes are taken as evidence that the 
crisis itself is unreal. For example, in the COVID-19 pandemic, as hospitals filled up, the received image 
of what a ‘hospital stretched to breaking pointing’ should look like was undercut. Images of empty 
corridors were taken as evidence that the pan-demic was unreal, ignoring that the specifics of this 
novel crisis required precisely this. What was in truth evidence of the crisis was taken as evidence of 
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its unreality, because our images of past crises were suddenly inadequate (per-haps, in this example, 
footage of bustling hospitals in the aftermath of a terrorist attack). 

This is not quite the same as the climate denialism dis-cussed in previous chapters. It accepts that 
something has changed. Those who said that the COVID-19 pandemic was fake rarely thought that 
everything was fine. They understood that there was a crisis, but disagreed about what had happened. 
Such beliefs are not the brittle asser-tion that change is fundamentally impossible. Instead, they consist 
in a supple sense that because things are not as they seem, then any other form of explanation becomes 
permis-sible. It is almost impossible to overstate this capacity for the transformation of conspiracies. 
In early 2021, after Joe Biden had been sworn in as US President, portions of the QAnon conspiracy 
movement, who had been expecting Biden and the ‘deep state’ to be arrested at the inaugura-tion, 
pivoted to the belief that Biden himself was Trump, or possibly was a clone, or possibly there simply 
had been no inauguration at all, and thus the intricate plan to bring the ‘deep state’ to justice was still 
in motion. 

What conspiracies in the future are likely to do is not deny climate change. Instead, they might 
instead make it funda-mentally unthinkable. The past obfuscations of climate denialism will provide 
a rich resource for the production of future, weirder and less controllable conspiracies. Having been 
played with for so long by climate-denying groups, both on the far right and amongst the holders of 
fossil capital, what was before denial politics will form a kind of basis for the new conspiratorial politics. 
One of the central struggles of the twenty-first century will be to articulate a political aesthetics of 
disaster. 

The rising difficulty science faces in predicting the world is supplemented by other epistemic chal- 
lenges, also fruitful to conspiracy culture. What is a ‘climate-related crisis event” anyway? The bound- 
aries are, of course, hugely unclear: the climate is a factor in more or less anything, and in the current 
scholarly environment, the attribution of climate change as a prominent factor for an event carries with 
it an entire way of seeing the world. Climate change is, like all other ‘hyperobjects’, visible through its 
‘imprint on other things’.55 Such a complex sense of causality, where ‘phenomena of radically different 
dimensions’ are inte-grated, might even be what ‘makes modern climate science modern’,56 and yet it 
stands almost exactly opposed to the conspiratorial mindset, thirsty for clear demarcations of phenom- 
ena, even as it bends their explanations beyond credulity. Perhaps the central aesthetic experience of 
the twenty-first century will be derealization. 

There is rising awareness of systematic unintended con-sequences (of which the rise in atmospheric 
carbon is the paradigmatic case). As Sverker Sórlin and Nina Wormbs write, ‘the emerging Weltan- 
schauung [worldview] [of nature in the climate crisis] is marked by the insight that human intervention 
in the world is no longer limited to the intentional. On the contrary, we increasingly discover that some 
of the most profound consequences of human actions are at the same time unintended and also compre- 
hensive.'57 Not only are we not at the centre of the world, but we are again subject (albeit unevenly) 
to more-than-human nature’s immense powers, and the accidental effects of capitalism’s own attempts 
at mastering it. Yet, for the conspiracy theorist, such complex causality is forbidden. Intentionality is 
all. Many kinds of reactionary thought have consistently attempted to resist such ‘Copernican’ turns 
and to re-centre humans, or some group of them. 

There are two very different stories about technology in the twenty-first century. On the one hand, 
there is techno-optimism: Moore’s law, terraforming, freely available green energy, kelp farming, bespoke 
algae production, space mining. The other, a much more sobering account, points to the dwindling 
resource base for these technolo-gies as well as the deep inequalities that they reinforce. 

The future, whatever else it might be, will be a future of deeply uneven temporalities. Privatized 
space exploration for some, slums the size of cities for others. Not one middle class, but many, spread 
from Lyon to Lanzhou, Lahore to Lagos and London to Lima. Gene editing technologies that can 
banish diseases and grow artificial meat in times of food crises and public health emergencies. Heat 
death, designer productivity drugs, ubiquitous algorithmic gov-ernance and barbed wire. 
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Far-right politics engages science and the fruits of modernization in an opportunistic manner. For 
example, the contemporary far right’s conception of race overlays mythicized history with opportunisti- 
cally selected aspects of “race science”. While ancestry testing abstracts identity from history and places 
it instead in the individual's body (often indicating in the process a much more complicated personal 
history than the individual was expecting), it is not simply an individualizing move. Attempts on the 
far right to distil from the statistical complexities of genetic test-ing distinct races is dangerously mis- 
guided on two fronts: erroneous, even dishonest, analysis tied to a biologically essentializing conception 
of collective identity compatible both with historical fascism's obsessive attempts to catego-rize and 
further coercive biosecurity policies. 

We can't yet answer with any certainty questions like: ‘What would the far-right position on geoengi- 
neering be?” Although we might find examples of comparatively grand projects within the architecture 
of interwar fascism, geo-engineering touches more profoundly on the question of human's relation to the 
environment. Nature politics takes a particularly intense turn around the subjects of genetic and geo- 
engineering, where future technoscience is likely to make its most conspicuous and seemingly worrying 
innovations, worrying most strongly because they seem to transform the concept of nature itself. 


Fascism, again? 


Do we need the term ‘fascism’ for any of this? Let us restate our definition from earlier: Fascism is a 
political form that seeks to revolutionize and reharmonize the nation state through expelling a radically 
separate ‘Other’ by paramil-itary means. 

Many forms of domination, many forms of extreme vio-lence, have not been fascism. ‘Fascism’ was 
not required for a host of oppressive, authoritarian actions carried out by non-fascist states over the 
course of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries. And all that has happened since the end of the Second 
World War seems to put a gap between us and the period of interwar fascism: wars of national liberation; 
feminism’s second and third waves; the Cold War and its end; the collapse of social democracy and the 
rise of neoliberalism; the dissolving of many past forms of mass associationism; the invention of the 
internet; the establishment of a world market and the provincialization of Europe; automation; the rise 
of political Islam; and the rise of China. None of these events decisively elim-inates the possibility of 
fascism, but they all mean that, if it returns, it will have a different character from last time. 

Given all these distancing events, let us make the strongest possible case for what we have called 
‘Fossilized Reaction’ as a form of fascism. To ramp up its exclusion-ary policies, it would need to secure 
the support of a broad section of the populace, against the demands of a radi-calized environmental 
movement for the current regime of fossil capital to be dismantled. At first, it wouldn’t necessarily 
require for its stabilization the paramilitarism Michael Mann argues is so important to fascism.58 In 
the period since the Second World War the state has massively expanded its monopoly on violence. But 
this is only at first. The failure to mitigate climate change substantially can only lead to an escalating 
series of problems, necessitating the repression of movements against the dominant prop-erty regime, a 
process of escalation which might seemingly continue without end. 

Nevertheless, this escalation of violence won’t necessar-ily exist in the conditions stipulated by Dylan 
Riley’s theory of fascism: mass associationism without hegemonic poli-tics. Commenting on Trumpism, 
often claimed as a variant of fascism, Riley notes that it and ‘its various European correlates have 
arisen, in contrast, in the context of a frag-mented and depoliticized civil society’.59 Neoliberalism’s 
shredding of associational social forms has withered this aspect of the preconditions for fascism: people 
are just too isolated now. We can expect such a fragmentation process to continue in the short term, 
although some forms of mass associationism (notably conspiracy movements) are on the increase, as will 
be environmental movements in the near future, although that’s far from being a fully real-ized return. 
This means it would exist in the context of a great number of projects competing for hegemony, Riley’s 
other enabling condition for fascism. In short, the capacity of ‘Fossilized Reaction’ to turn into fascism 
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depends on how bad climate change gets, the degree to which future environmental and conspiratorial 
politics becomes mass phenomena and the degree to which current hegemonic forms lose their traction. 
All three of these conditions are plausibly set towards the re-emergence of fascism. 

Might “Batteries, Bombs and Borders’ also metastasize into a form of fascism? It no doubt expands 
the regime of violence and appeals to forms of xenophobia as a way of maintaining the current neo- 
colonial order of property relations, both at the level of the nation state and inter-nationally. This would 
rely on, as it does now, uneven geography of governance: more brutal at its edges than in its heartlands. 
However, the tactics it might use to secure its own hegemony, in the context of the declining coher- 
ence and waning strength of that hegemony’s economic fundamentals, might entail escalating towards 
greater vio-lence. Although they are, for now, largely deployed in the Global South, these tactics for 
maintaining order would likely eventually return to the capitalist heartlands. Much of this description 
could be assembled from a bricolage of theories of fascism: Samir Amin’s response to crisis;60 Mann’s 
use of paramilitary violence;61 and, most clearly, Aimé Césaire’s theory of ‘endocolonialism’.62 

Endocolonialism is the idea that fascism is constituted by the use of the technologies of colonialism 
back in the colonizing states themselves — the most obvious example being the concentration camp. Such 
geographical incon-sistencies of governance are built into ‘Batteries, Bombs and Borders’. As a form of 
global rule, it is likely to con-tain localized forms of ‘Fossilized Reaction’, similar to how empires have 
been governed by inconsistent regimes of violence for centuries. 

Endocolonialism, however, cannot be what it was: contemporary colonial geographies are now much 
more complex. Whereas until the early twentieth century European countries waged colonial wars 
against non-capitalist societies in what is now called the Global South, the production of a global 
market — an inexorable ten-dency of capitalist growth itself — integrated the entire globe into a single 
system. The fascism in ‘Batteries, Bombs and Borders’ can therefore only be related to the fascism 
of ‘interwar fascism’ through a process of abstraction: abstracting from the specifics of colonial rule 
to neo-colonial forms of governance, and then understanding the modes by which those neo-colonial 
governments might return to the capitalist ‘core’, now relativized within capi-talism itself. 

Future telling only gets us so far. If neither of these two futures constitutes a return to fascism directly, 
this is still not a comforting conclusion. Fascism, in Michael Mann’s conception, is a movement that 
radicalizes politics further beyond conservative authoritarianism. As such, it depends on the (relatively 
slow) accumulation of authoritarian instruments by the conservative states that preceded it. It is far 
from likely that we can see from our present vantage point the forms that might eventually turn into 
‘ecofas-cism’, although we can point, as we have here, to aspects of wider politics that might set the 
stage for its arrival. 

One needs all these three aspects: the state aspect, the movement aspect, and the crisis aspect to be 
able to under-stand fascism. Such a multifaceted concept of fascism might make its opposition confusing. 
But, on the contrary, it can also mean that the struggle against fascism emerging in the future is also the 
struggle against milder forms of authoritarianism emerging now. It is to this, as well as to environmental 
movements — in their more hopeful variants — to which we now turn. 
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Conclusion 


Climate change is not a single apocalyptic and remote event. It consists of a multitude of distinct 
transformations in nature and in humanity’s relations with nature. Some of these transformations will 
be chronic, some acute. They will affect different people in different areas in different ways. So far, and 
probably for a while to come, many of those bearing the brunt — dying, or losing everything they’ve 
ever had, or having their livelihoods thrown into disarray — are in the Global South. Those who have 
contributed almost nothing to global climate change will suffer the most. From this profound inequity 
comes the essential call for climate justice. 

We must, however, recognize that understanding climate change as a profoundly unequal situation 
has another valence. There are those who can read the words above, and all other talk of the sheer 
injustice of it all, and draw the exact opposite conclusion. Those on the far right, whose imagined 
interests lie exclusively with a racial group or national body, will see these massively differentiated 
impacts as reason to stay unconcerned, perhaps blaming those most immediately affected by it for their 
poverty. If they do see climate change as a threat, they will likely respond by protecting their own 
interests over all others. In short, assertions of the differential impacts of climate change can be read as 
inadvertent arguments for what Christian Parenti has called the “politics of the armed lifeboat”.1 

But crucially, those in the Global South will not be the only ones affected. This “head in the sand” 
response is profoundly self-destructive for the far right in the Global North. The temporality of the 
climate crisis — past emissions continue to affect the climate for decades and centuries to come — means 
that the failure to mitigate now increases the severity of the inevitable destruction. Indeed, for many in 
the North, profound shocks are already inescapable, whether from heat waves, storms, water shortages, 
crop failures, supply chain disruption, forest fires, the steady migration northwards of insect dis-ease 
vectors or pandemics. Insulation from the rest of the world in the context of our current logistical- 
extractive regime is simply not an option. Nor is it possible to iso-late oneself from migration. Immediate 
action on climate change mitigation is the just and right position to take: it responds to the slow violence 
of environmental degradation which will spread to the Global North. Such action is in all our interests. 

Climate systems breakdown doesn’t always appear as a distinct kind of problem in its own right. 
One of the central challenges in the next few years might be differentiating it from other, ongoing, crises. 
Was Hurricane Maria due to climate change? Was the COVID-19 pandemic a product of climate systems 
breakdown? Was the Syrian Civil War?2 Some might baulk at this ‘Scooby-Doo environmentalism’ — 
take the mask off a given crisis and it was climate change all along3 — in part because it seems to render 
human action insignificant. But we can also draw the opposite conclusion. The purpose of understanding 
the climate in and through what appear to be political, military or social crises, is to understand climate 
change not as a natural event, merely happening to us, but to understand that environmental politics 
is saturated with decisions, both causative of climate change and responsive to it. 

Climate systems breakdown will affect all the existing forms of social and political life. Because 
of this, many existing forms of political struggle remain relevant in the face of its consequences. The 
struggle for good housing still makes sense in the aftermath of floods and rising sea levels; it simply 
needs scaling up. The struggle for adequate care in society is still relevant in a radically decarbonized 
world. Indeed, the expansion of low-carbon care work might even be part of getting us there.4 The right 
to nutritious food is still worth fighting for, even as harvests become more volatile. The struggle for 
the right to move is still relevant, and likely even more so. We must establish that ‘insurance, housing, 
food, energy, health and social care, education, and emergency services are universal basic rights.’5 By 
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the same token, however, the exclusionary politics of the far right will also remain relevant. In the 
twenty-first century, all politics will, in one way or another, be climate politics. 

Nevertheless, climate systems breakdown is not some mere recolouring of existing social problems. 
To borrow for a moment the language of securitization, it is a ‘severe risk multiplier’. How severe? Back 
in 2007, before a decade and a half of upwards revisions, the normally sober Center for Strategic and 
International Studies and Center for a New American Security described it thus: ‘unchecked climate 
change equals the world depicted by Mad Max, only hotter, with no beaches, and perhaps with even 
more chaos’.6 

That sounds bad. Indeed, it sounds appalling. Because of the sheer scale and complexity of the 
climate crisis prob-lem, it can be easy to adopt an attitude of fatalism. Future climate destruction 
seems ‘baked in’. Against this fatalism, this book joins a chorus of those affirming that it is never 
too late to act, either on emissions or on their human and political consequences. Neither mitigation 
nor adaptation is ever ‘too late’. And even if fatalism overtakes the wider climate move-ment, the 
political settlement we live through is still up for contestation. We must acknowledge — as many in the 
climate movement have argued for years — that much of the struggle needs to be over the conditions 
of adaptation. Indeed, politics is a rather more responsive system than the climate: major reversals of 
fortune can happen in spans of a few months. 

Whatever happens with the climate, it will always be made worse by the arrival of far-right authori- 
tarianism. The politics of exclusion, racism, parochialism, hierarchy and conspiracy were fundamentally 
inadequate to the challenges that society faced at every point in its entire history. There is no reason 
to suspect they might suddenly be useful in the future. 

None of this is to suggest that engaging with adaptation to climate change is the only really important 
challenge, or more important than the work of reducing emissions. We must fight to directly reverse the 
emission of gigatons of carbon into the atmosphere as well as for favourable social adaptation. After 
all, in the long term, any favourable social settlement will be undermined by a great enough failure of 
mitigation: in the unimaginable stress of a 4°C warmer world, all bets on social stability are off. 

In our previous book, we concluded with reflections on the anti-fascist movement. There, we analysed 
new far-right movements that have emerged on the internet; our discussion of anti-fascism was therefore 
focused on opposing those movements, both online and off. Here we need a rather broader scope. Some 
parts of our analysis, however, remain unchanged. First, even in the context of climate change, exploiting 
tensions in the far right remains a useful strategy. Contradictions within far-right nature politics abound, 
between the rural and the urban, statecraft and mass shootings, nihilism and spirituality, the needs of 
capital and the projected needs of the Volk. 

The second is that contested cultural spaces remain central to anti-fascism, anti-racism and the 
environmental movement foremost among them. However, far from call-ing for the simple diffusion of 
anti-fascist norms into these political spaces, organized anti-fascists also have a huge amount to learn 
from these struggles. The engagement must be bidirectional. This cannot be an argument for homogene- 
ity in the climate movement. We can’t afford it. The anti-nuclear movement, the civil rights movement, 
the feminist movement: all were or are huge and heterogene-ous. Tactical/strategic heterogeneity is a 
source of strength for social movements. Indeed, as we noted before, in the case of the Civil Rights 
movement, the existence of multi-ple flanks, along with the courage and skill of its members, arguably 
gave the movement its dynamism.7 

If anti-fascism wants to be resolutely anti-fascist then it must address climate change. If environ- 
mentalism wants to equitably resolve the crises of climate change it must be anti-fascist. 

Any climate politics will mobilize an idea of nature. Throughout this book, we have noted ways in 
which images of nature have been mobilized by far-right actors: the idea of a pristine, inexhaustible 
nature that underpinned the expansion of colonial exploitation, the proposition of a mystical relationship 
between an ethnic group and a land-scape, the application of methods of animal breeding to human 
reproduction, and both the absolutization of the rights of humans and their total denigration. We 
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must resist those ideas of nature that are hierarchical, parochial, tied to a certain race or divided into 
essentially killable and unkillable parts. 

However, at the same time, we almost certainly cannot (neither cognitively nor politically) progress 
from where we are without some conception of nature. Where might we find a better understanding of 
nature? The sources are many and varied: indigenous knowledge, the conceptual resources developed 
under the frameworks of social ecol-ogy and ecosocialism and, perhaps most importantly of all, biology 
and climate science, as well as a critical understand-ing of their histories. These disciplines and non- 
disciplines contain an enormous repository for thinking about a nature whose political valences are not 
so clearly tied up with political domination. Indeed, they articulate nothing less than the basis for a 
common humanity. However, it is not a commonality shorn of its intertwinement with more-than-human 
nature. We are dependent on a particu-lar climatic system, a fact which, for most of us, modernity has 
obscured, but which will become more and more clear as climate change accelerates. Thus, solidarity 
must extend not just to those humans and societies upon which we depend, but to the more-than-human 
nature that we exist within as well. 

However, this is not quite enough on its own. A nature-rooted image of a common humanity without 
political articulation — without a clear understanding of the history of ecological domination, and without 
the development of new forms of connection against it — can become both reactionary (as it comes to 
see humans as undifferentiated, all equally to blame) or individualistic (as it attempts to ‘save nature’ 
without changing the economic structures which have driven the earth to the brink). To get us out of 
the traps of both reaction and individualism, we need a new, more robust, form of solidarity. 

Whatever forms of parochialism are brought against it, the climate crisis remains determinedly 
planetary in scope. Solidarity within, at and across borders is therefore essen-tial. Solidarity has often 
been articulated on the basis of equivalence — not sameness, but the quality of two people having a 
similar relationship to something else. In the case of the worker’s movement, two workers’ relationships 
to their workplaces — no matter what their other differences 

— were functionally identical and on that basis they could organize. The homogenizing effect of the 
worker’s labour power sold on the market made it so.8 

But it is a struggle to articulate solidarity in climate change like this. The opacities of contemporary 
capitalism 

— its vast scale and scope and the tensions between the positions we each have within it — make 
it difficult to articulate how we relate across this complexity. We might even say that contemporary 
governance relies on the heter-ogeneity of the ways we are attached to capitalism to keep us apart. And 
yet in the context of this heterogeneity, we must find solidarity. 

There is also a more fundamental problem with artic-ulating solidarity in climate change. For those 
in the Global North, whose share of the carbon suspended in the atmosphere is much higher than that 
of those living on the rest of the planet, and whose lives depend on the ongoing extraction of resources 
from the Global South, the politics of shame and blame are rarely popular. What is the rela-tionship 
of the American or Swedish or Japanese consumer to the person sweltering in a heatwave in a Mumbai 
slum, or a Chilean miner extracting lithium from the ground, or a rural Chinese worker sewing garments 
for export? In the terms that the racist far right would have us adopt, the answer is obvious: nothing. 
Equally, in the language of lib-eralism, thought of either as citizens or as consumers, their relationship, 
as mediated through climate change, is also clear: they are antagonists. The carbon emissions of the 
society of the former are (statistically speaking) responsible for the heatwave that makes the slum so 
deadly. And the alleviation of the latter’s suffering can seemingly only be through voluntary privation 
on the part of the former. The struggle the two have in common is the struggle against each other. 

But this is not all that either of them is. Focusing on these moments of apparent antagonism 
obscures the other forms of solidarity and complex interdependence that might exist between these 
people — and the ecosystems they both depend on. It is precisely against the process of dividing humans 
into distinct groups of people that solidarity oper-ates. My demand that I be able to access cheap food 
was always in contradiction with the demands of other people that they be paid fairly for their work in 
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producing it. Solidarity, which was never just solidarity between work-ers as workers, was the assertion 
of a commonality across this governing division. We must refuse the idea that our common humanity 
depends exclusively on the roles that our existing political and economic systems would have us play. 

Solidarity is an attempt to overcome the split from which governance derives its power. Governance 
masks prior unity, a unity we argued above could be found in new ideas of nature. In this way, solidarity 
and a particu-lar image of nature depend on each other, but neither is entirely sufficient alone. A 
particular idea of nature cannot produce solidarity, but solidarity cannot pose a unity to be constructed 
or recovered without a particular understand-ing of our unity in nature.9 As Jason Moore writes, “The 
history of justice in the twenty-first century will turn on how well we can identify these antagonisms 
and mutual interdependencies, and how adeptly we can build political coalitions that transcend these 
planetary contradictions.’10 Solidarity is not just an obligation. It should also be a mode of enlivening, 
a mode of extracting ourselves from our parochialism and opening out into the planetary ecol-ogy we 
collectively live through. It must be — as the poet Keston Sutherland wrote of love — ‘made from scratch 
at the first sign of its possibility’.11 The reconceptualization of solidarity to allow for its articulation of 
common-ality across huge time-scales, which were so important to make the case for colonial reparations, 
must also be used for finding solidarity amidst the vast, seemingly intractable network of complex causes 
and effects which defines the climate crisis. Of course, the effects of climate change and colonialism are 
deeply intertwined. We need further and fuller articulations of this kind of solidarity-in-difference: alive 
to the multiplicity of ways through which we interact and interdepend across vast networks of the 
more-than-human. 

Nevertheless, within this complexity, our subjection to capitalism is not equal. We should not be 
seduced into thinking that “climate change is either a “national” prob-lem or one of “humanity” as an 
undifferentiated mass’.12 It is not, perhaps, a relationship between ‘humans’ and nature that we should 
understand as the cause of our predicament, but the relationship between human activity and nature. 
And it is not human activity as a whole that we need to contend with but humans fulfilling capital- 
ism’s imperative to endless expansion of production and extraction through the cheapening of nature: 
extracting oil and rare earth minerals, radically simplifying ecologies to afford extraction, burning the 
Amazon for cattle farming and so on. 

As Jason Moore writes, planetary justice depends on establishing justice between two points. On the 
one hand, there is the “crisis of cheap nature’, in which ‘nature stops being cheap and starts mounting 
ever-more effective resist-ance’. And, at the same time, there's also resistance to ‘cheapening in the 
sense of cultural domination”, built on the class, race and gendered inequalities which are used to 
govern. ‘Among the most central problems of planetary justice today is to forge a strategy that links 
justice across and through these two moments.’13 

Equally, it is imperative for us to fight against frame-works that place particular races of people 
as the cause of inequality, disenfranchisement or ecological collapse. Antisemitism, the ‘ecosocialism 
of fools’, has been char-acterized as a ‘refusal to see the targeted issues as fully systemic and instead 
focuses on specific actors, often Jews or roles and labels commonly associated with Jews, and thereby 
import traditional antisemitic bigotries in the name of a liberatory politics’.14 To fight against not only 
these forms of hatred, but against the possibility of them taking on vaster power, we must contend with 
capitalism and with private property as the central institution which has enabled capitalism to bring us 
to our current disaster. Time is, nevertheless, against us. Ad hoc, voluntarist approaches to solidarity 
not only fail to meet the scale of the climate crisis, they collapse when they run out of steam, which 
simply isn’t viable on the time-frame demanded, namely for the rest of our lives. We must therefore 
engage with and attempt to repurpose existing institutions. Christian Parenti argues that a resolution 
to the climate crisis must be built through the institutions that currently exist, because no others are 
possible to construct in sufficient time: ‘Either capitalism solves the crisis, or it destroys civilization. . . . 
We cannot wait for a socialist, or communist, or anarchist, or deep-ecology, neoprimitive revolution.’15 

But justice must nevertheless be sought in and through both the mitigation of, and adaptation 
to, climate sys-tems breakdown. The left cannot give up on its other aims because the climate crisis 
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overrules them. Justice, redistri-bution, the expansion of civil rights, and the empowerment of those 
most vulnerable to climate breakdown should be at the heart of the ecological movement. Indeed, as 
the struggles of Indigenous peoples against the construction of oil pipelines across their lands in North 
America have shown, much of the time, they already are. 

Even as we recognize that this language is anathema to the far right, we must persist with it. Indeed, 
the language of justice, as well as the critique of private property rights, might, as Samir Gandesha 
advises, allow us to separate ourselves from the right's critique of capitalism as a nebu-lous force 
opposing itself to the national community.16 We must be clear about capitalism and the rejection of 
private property — because the far right cannot be. 

Murray Bookchin, in a lecture given in 1978 warn-ing against the influence of Garrett Hardin's 
1974 essay ‘Lifeboat Ethics: the Case Against Helping the Poor’, outlines his way of engaging with the 
world: ‘What I am concerned with is, again, what is liberatory, what is eco-logical.'17 As are we. And 
yet, as we discussed in our first chapter on the history of ‘right-environmentalism’, the right has also 
had its uses for ‘ecologies’. We identified ‘far-right ecologism’ with a particular formula: the production 
and maintenance of racial hierarchy in and through nature. Stating our antagonist like this, our path 
perhaps becomes clearer. We must identify, defend and amplify ecological relations which restore and 
respect natural systems whilst attacking systems of private ownership of the means of production and 
attempting to re-common the world. It is incumbent upon all of us to prepare ourselves for the coming 
crisis, and all the attendant politics it will bring. 

Perhaps anti-fascism in the climate crisis consists of this: that we oppose ecologies of domination 
with ecologies of liberation. The scope of such an ecology must not be contained to a particular locale, 
but be planetary, or even larger. ‘Far-right ecologists’, ‘ecofascists’: both would say that what matters in 
a given ecology is particular racial blood ties, under whose spell all forms of domination and solidarity 
must work. Although their politics can seem mythic in stature, grandiose even, faced with the com- 
plexity and depth of the real natural world, and the real lives humans and all other life can live through 
it, it is the politics of the far right that is — in truth — the most deeply parochial. 
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